
EXTERNAL

To whom it may concern,
I join with many others to express my understanding for the need for affordable, accessible housing
in the Forestville area. However, I am opposed to this project for the following reasons including
but not limited to,
Emergency evacuations: During the last two fire evacuations, it was bumper to bumper traffic on
River Rd., Front St in Forestville, Hwy 116, Hwy 101 and Hwy 12. All routes we and hundreds of
thousands of others used.
Parking and public services: During the summer vacation months, crowds come to enjoy the river.
There are very limited to nonexistent services. Our local neighborhood streets are packed with
illegally parked vehicles. Many of these folks use the bushes along the river and on our small
neighborhood streets as toilets and leave heaps of garbage. Adding thousands of new residents their
family and friends to the influx of the out of area folks just seems like a bad idea.
Emergency services: We have only one fire station in Forestville.
More often than not, our Sheriffs can't even respond to many of the calls they receive.
Local Grocery store: We have one market situated well away from the downtown Forestville area. It
is NOT within walking distance of town. And the parking for this market requires negotiating the
high-speed traffic on Mirabel rd.
Medial services: I'm not sure that we even have a clinic or doctor's office at this point.
Please scale this project way down or table it for the time being. Please don't put more
pressure on our River communities than they currently have! The Forestville town and
environs are not an appropriate location for this project.
Thank you for your consideration.

Judith Farina

11540 Sunnyside Ave. Forestville, CA 95436

Sent from Mail for Windows
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From: Becky Boyle
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Updated Housing Element and Apendixs
Date: Friday, June 30, 2023 5:24:43 PM

EXTERNAL

Hi, thank you for the updated Housing Element. I cannot find the Appendix’s (notably of interest- Appendix D).
Can you please provide.
Thank you,
Becky Boyle
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From: Norma YUKICH
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Re proposed change in zoning for 3427 Moorland Avenue
Date: Wednesday, July 5, 2023 9:07:49 PM

EXTERNAL

The above address is directly across the street from the home we have lived in for 40
years. We object to the proposed change in zoning of the above property from UR 5
to UR 20.

A huge consideration is water usage. Would rezoning require connection to city
water? If not, we are adamantly opposed to a substantial increase of well water users
on increasingly fragile and unreliable local groundwater sources.

Additionally, between West Robles (nearest cross street north of this property) and
Todd Road to the south, there are no sidewalks, and deep ditches on both sides of
the road, making it difficult and unsafe for pedestrians and bicyclists to travel on
Moorland Avenue. A high density project on this property will add dozens of additional
motorists, pedestrians, and bike riders to already dangerous road conditions.

Perhaps you remember Patrick Scott, the Elsie Allen High senior who died in 1998
because there were no sidewalks on Bellevue Avenue - 4 years after the school
opened. How can responsible adults create situations that require children to walk on
the roadway in order to access their neighborhood schools and parks?

It’s also worth mentioning that there should have been a pocket park decades ago at
the site that ultimately became Andy’s Unity Park (the only public space in our
increasingly populated neighborhood, and the only park within walking distance for
hundreds of children.) It was a condition of increasing the density of the Anteeo Way
area development. We understand that the developer went bankrupt as a result of the
cost of connecting to city water, and thus was absolved from making the park. Our
children, now in their 30’s and 40’s, grew up with the Misfits Motorcycle Club on that
site, and after the clubhouse was razed, it became a vacant lot for decades. It took
another blood sacrifice of a child - the death of Andy Lopez in 2013 - for our long-
promised neighborhood park to come to fruition.

So if we appear unconvinced that our neighborhood concerns are actually taken
seriously by the powers that be in Sonoma County, convince us otherwise. You might
start by giving us more time to respond; by the time we received the letter regarding
this proposal, mailed 7/3, it was 7/5. “Comments received at least 10 days prior to the
hearing will be included in the staff report; all other comments will be made available
to decision-makers prior to or at the start of the meeting.” The meeting is on 7/13, so
even though we are responding at the earliest possible time, we are already less than
10 days away. So maybe you’ll receive our concerns ahead of time where you can
read and consider them, or maybe even contact us if you have questions. Or maybe
you’ll briefly skim through this email right before you make your decision, without
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giving it any serious consideration at all. We have no way of knowing.

In any case, we are opposed to a change in zoning for 3427 Moorland Ave. unless
water and infrastructure issues are addressed and corrected.

Norma and Jim Yukich
3442 Moorland Ave., Santa Rosa, CA 95407
707-327-6661
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From: Randy Roberts
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: APN-052-272-011 - 458 Craig Avenue
Date: Wednesday, July 5, 2023 3:01:51 PM

EXTERNAL

TO MEMBERS OF THE SONOMA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION:

RE: APN-052-272-011 - 458 Craig Avenue REZONING

IN THAT:
NONE of the lots within the surrounding neighborhood are zoned UR 20,
NONE of the surrounding neighborhood is zoned commercial or industrial,
NONE of the surrounding neighborhood is zoned for affordable housing, and there
is very limited acreage available for such,
Traffic in the neighborhood on Railroad Avenue during morning and evening hours
is already highly impacted by the lack of adequate continuous north/south corridors
through the Sonoma Valley, and Riverside Drive; Craig St., Railroad Avenue and
other surrounding streets are already impacted by traffic caused by the El Verano
Elementary School,
Parking in the surrounding neighborhood, on Railroad Avenue to the south and
Craig St. to the west, is already impacted by rental duplex housing and the current
restriction of parking on Railroad Avenue in front of identified property and the El
Verano school bus depot,
Sidewalks are not existent on the north side (Craig St.) of the identified property,
Craig St. to the east of the identified property and Railroad avenue to the north of
the identified property, and on most of the streets in the surrounding neighborhoods
to the north and south of the identified property, east of Railroad Avenue,
The identified property is adjacent to the El Verano Elementary School, which is
experiencing diminished pupils due to the cost of local housing,
The identified property is currently used for community purposes for which
another site will be difficult, if not impossible, to obtain in the surrounding
neighborhood,
Park area use within the walkable neighborhood for miles is limited to the Ernie
Smith park solely,

ZONING FOR THE IDENTIFIED
PROPERTY SHOULD NOT BE
CHANGED, unless it is designated entirely for purchasable
affordable housing with a density of no more than 10 units per acre and with
adequate parking for 2 cars per unit located on the property.
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RANDALL ROBERTS
EL VERANO
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From: Todd Martin
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Amendment to General Plan Use - 355 Adobe Road
Date: Wednesday, July 5, 2023 2:13:18 PM

EXTERNAL

Responding to the notice of changed zoning for APN: 047-091-013. We have work that is
currently underway to address the congestion at the corner of Adobe and Petaluma Hill Road
that won't be done until 2025 or 2026 based on the existing traffic. The dramatic increase in
density (and traffic) is especially concerning coupled with the already problematic traffic
problems related to pickup and drop off times at Penngrove school. How do the planners
intend to address the congestion that this dramatic increase in local traffic will add to this
already congested roadway?

Regards--
Todd Martin
360 Adobe Road, Penngrove Ca
tbmartin@gmail.com
415-971-7738
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From: kathleenbrown707@gmail.com
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Board of Zoning Adjustments Meeting July 13, 2023 (APN 130-176-013)
Date: Thursday, July 6, 2023 2:48:58 PM
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EXTERNAL

To whom it may concern,

I am writing regarding the potential rezoning of 8525 Graton Road (APN: 130-
176-013).

I am a property owner living at 8547 Graton Road, Sebastopol, CA 95472. I
recently purchased the properly in April of 2021 to escape the hustle and bustle of
city living and get some peace in a more rural area. I am concerned about a huge
multi-unit trailer park going in right next door which will increase noise, car
traffic at an already busy intersection, and foot traffic right in front of my house.
Also, I am worried about the potential crime it will bring, especially considering
that there is a liquor store right across the street. This is not what I envisioned
when I purchased the property and has the potential to greatly reduce my property
value. Growing up in Sonoma County, when I went to purchase my first home,
the only place I could afford was in Lake County. I always intended on moving
back but was stuck in my home in an upside-down mortgage for 17 years. I saw
firsthand how a distressed community is affected by a lot of low income housing
that is not located in the right areas. It hurt my property value. I don’t want that to
happen again.

I understand the need for low income housing, but do not feel that this is a good
location for it considering that there are no nearby (within walking distance)
grocery stores, medical facilities, or any businesses really. (aside from the two
tasting rooms, a plant nursery, and the liquor store.) Also, where is all the water
going to come from to accommodate all these new units? What about sewer? Can
our little community handle these issues?

This is a scenic highway. Are we going to allow an ugly trailer park to be built
here that will attract crime and drug use? I know that there is a small temporary
trailer park right across from Lucky’s in Sebastopol. Even with fulltime security,
there is a lot of questionable activity and individuals with mental health issues
that are frequently seen in that vicinity. Not to mention additional trailers and
abandoned cars on the street. I really do want to help these individuals, and know
there is a need, but am concerned that this is not the best place for this housing.

Also, I am concerned about how the property will be upkept and managed. You
can see that the owners have left an abandoned shipping container, a fallen down
tree, high weeds and blackberry bushes. This has been this way the entire last two
years that I have lived at this property. If they can’t even bother to fix these minor
issues, how are they going to upkeep an entire trailer park?

mailto:kathleenbrown707@gmail.com
mailto:PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org







I strongly oppose the rezoning of 8525 Graton Road.

Thank you for your consideration.

Kathleen Brown

8547 Graton Road

Sebastopol, CA 95472
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From: Mary Tamargo
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: 141456 Sunset Avenue APN: 070-070-040 Guerneville
Date: Thursday, July 6, 2023 2:39:32 PM

EXTERNAL

Regarding the Proposal to change subject land use from UR 4 to UR 20

I have lived at 14141 Woodland Drive for over 30 years and strongly oppose the land use proposal from UR 4 to UR
20. The traffic on our hill has increased significantly over the 30 years I’ve lived here. Adding 20 more units would
add to the congestion. With wildfires being a major concern this is also a concern of getting everyone off our hill.
Quality of life, traffic and safety outweigh profit. I vehemently oppose a change of this land proposal.

Mary Tamaro
14141 Woodland Drive, Guerneville 95446
Sent from my iPad
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From: Paul R
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Letter for all the Planning Commissioners re July 13, 2023
Date: Thursday, July 6, 2023 3:17:48 PM
Attachments: PRockett Let to PlanComm June 2023.pdf

EXTERNAL

Please provide the attached letter to all of the Members of the Sonoma County
Planning Commission.  These are comments on project PLP20-0018, the review of
the Housing Element FEIR on July 13, 2023.

Thank you.

               Paul Rockett
               781 Ernest Dr.
               Sonoma, CA  95476
              (925) 895-4501
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6 July 2023,             To Members of the Sonoma County Planning Commission: 
 
The FEIR Housing Element before you is misleading and deeply flawed regarding both the 
Wildfire/Emergency Response sections 2.5 and 2.6, and the Population and Housing Section 4.14.  Please 
reject the entire FEIR.   Sections 2.5 and 2.6: 
1) explicitly exclude consideration of wildfire risk, based on a court decision made TWO YEARS before the 
2017 Nuns Fire,  
2) ignore the impact of dead-end roads and police road closures on evacuations, and  
3) utilize the totally unverified contention that in spite of a seven year reduction in County population, 
suddenly housing needs will grow 20% in the next 18 years – a claim debunked by the State Auditor in 
April 2022. 
 
The Planning Commission is in the unenviable position of being asked to forgo issues of citizen safety 
from wildfires in order to build copious market-rate homes with a shrinking population, and a small 
amount of affordable homes, where the need is greatest. 
 
I.  Wildfire/Evacuation Risk 
 
First I would ask you all to reaffirm your belief that Climate Change is real, and that the extreme drought 
of the prior five years will return with a vengeance in coming years, triggering more and more-frequent 
Wildfires throughout our County.  I beseech you to acknowledge that decisions you make today could 
well place new (and old) residents in paramount danger; people whose new homes may be located in or 
near High or Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZ).   The Hanna project is directly across Arnold 
Dr. from a VHFHSZ, the Springs Specific Plan Donald St. area is WITHIN a VHFHSZ, and the Siesta Way 
Senior Center is at the choke point of a dead-end street, whose other end is in the middle of a VHFHSZ. 
 
Under the present re-evaluation of fire hazard zones by Cal Fire, the Local Responsibility Areas of Hanna 
and the Springs Specific Plan Donald St. area will be assigned either High or Very High in early 2024.  If 
you approve the Housing Element now, you’ll never know how close those 59 parcels will be to high-
risk fire zones. 
 
The Housing Element FEIR links together all the projects now within the Sonoma Valley “Ring of Fire,” 
including the SDC Specific Plan on Arnold, the Hanna project on Arnold, the Paul’s Field Hotel and 
Housing on Verano, the Springs Specific Plan on Donald St., and the Siesta Way Senior Center in the 
Springs.  Please look at a map.  You’ll see that you are contributing to the blocking of all escape routes 
from Glen Ellen, the Springs, and the north City of Sonoma.  During the Nuns Fire of October 9-16, 2017, 
the following roads were closed by CHP: 
 
SR-12 @ Cavedale 
SR-12 @ Madrone 
SR-12 @ Moon Mountain Rd. 
SR-12@ Trinity Rd. 
Arnold Dr. @ Madrone Rd.  
Warm Springs @ Bennett Valley Rd. 
SR-12 from Kenwood to Madrone Rd. 
SR-12 at Melita Rd. 
 







In the attached figure of the extent of the Nuns Fire you’ll see that the mid-section of SR12 was overrun 
by fire, and was closed completely.  Traffic north could only flow north; traffic south of Glen Ellen could 
only travel south.  EVERYONE south had only SR12 and Arnold Dr. on which to evacuate.  All other routes 
were blocked.  In addition CHP directed all traffic at Verano and SR12 away from Arnold Dr and down 
SR12 to escape.  The result was to cause a massive traffic backup within all approaching side streets 
(where I live).  Neighbors stood in line for an hour to move 1-2 blocks.  Some, in frustration, returned to 
their vulnerable homes, hoping the fire would miss them. 
 
None of those road closures appeared in the SDC evacuation analysis, none of them.  To date the SDC 
calculation was the only real attempt to simulate a wildfire-driven evacuation in any Specific Plan.  This 
applies to the 59 sites you are reviewing now.  No one on the ground, not police or firefighters believes 
that future fire evacuations will be any quicker or easier than the Nuns Fire.  Neither should you. 
 
Thus the claim in sections 2.5 and 2.6 that adding hundreds to thousands of new homes will have no 
significant impact on evacuation times is ludicrous at best and irresponsible at worst. 
 
Notably absent from the discussion of section 2.6 was any discussion of dead-end roads.  Several of the 
parcels you are reviewing are on dead-end roads, e.g. in the Springs.  Title 14 of the California Fire Safe 
Regulations is clear than dead-end roads shall not have new development, if they exceed specific lengths 
(e.g. 800 feet if occupied by sub-one acre lots.)  Have you considered this? 
 
Lastly, the Court decision Cal Building Industry Assoc. v BAAQM District is used to justify ignoring placing 
new residents in fire-unsafe areas.  Not so ironically, this decision occurred in 2015, two years before the 
Climate-induced fires of 2017, 2019, and 2021 occurred.  While several other court decisions regarding 
evacuation have been made since 2015, none were referenced. 
 
Please do not accept this FEIR, if based only upon the Wildfire sections 2.5 and 2.6.  To do otherwise is to 
assure dangerous living conditions for future residents, conditions you would not wish your own children 
to live in. 
 
II.  Actual County Population is Shrinking 
 
The driver of this FEIR is the need for affordable housing, which we all recognize.  However, rather than 
build that directly, the County must build even more market-rate housing.   The FEIR you are reviewing 
accepts the loss of 13% of the population in unincorporated areas over the last six years.  Yet this FEIR 
claims a +0.8% growth in 2022, which is misleading and simply disinformation.  The entire County’s 
population in 2022 in fact shrank (it did not grow) by -0.5%!  The unincorporated area population may be 
subject to boundary changes, but the total County population shows the continuing FALL of our 
population.  We are adding market-rate houses, where the need is diminishing. 
 
This is data directly from the Demographics Unit in the Cal Dept. of Finance.  Look it up, please. 
 
III.  Conclusion – This FEIR proposes developing houses most of which will not be needed.  In return it 
shoehorns the few who get into its affordable houses into areas near VHFHSZs and compresses all 
communities into choke points that will endanger their lives during evacuations.  That is a poor 
tradeoff.   PLEASE DO NOT APPROVE THIS FEIR! 
 


Thank you.                      Paul Rockett, 781 Ernest Dr., Sonoma, CA   
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From: Ellen Chaitin
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Hanna Proposed Development
Date: Friday, July 7, 2023 11:24:38 AM

EXTERNAL

Attention Commissioner Carr:

My family's home, that we have owned for 34 years, is on Loma
Vista Drive, in the immediate area of Hanna Boys Center. I read
Comm. Carr's  letter in the paper and appreciated the notice
that he provided. Most of my neighbors and I are extremely
concerned about the Hanna proposed development because of
safety issues. Let me say from the start, I support affordable
housing as do the neighbors to whom I have spoken but that is
not the issue. Hanna proposes a hotel and retail among a
massive number of living units. I am alarmed that Hanna can be
considered as a pipeline project almost assuring that its
project will be approved in full.

Before we even start talking about Hanna's proposed
development, let's consider the enormous impact of the Sonoma
Development Center development on our area that will eventually
flow to other areas of the valley. Entering Arnold Drive from
Loma Vista, and all the other streets that must use it, already
takes life saving precision. Add additional traffic from SDC
and then Hanna's proposal, the situation will be life
threatening. Next we need to consider the traffic on both
Arnold and Sonoma highway. By mid-day, the traffic is a crawl.
If a fire necessitates evacuation, traffic will come to a
standstill as it did the last time around. I understand that an
emergency road is included in the SDC project but none is
possible in the Hanna area. We must consider safety and plan
accordingly for all proposed projects. Although I hope not,
future fire is a realistic expectation.

I know other people are appropriately concerned about the
inability of infra structure to support Hanna's proposal and
the inclusion of the Hanna parcel in the Housing Element.

In conclusion, Hanna's mission has been to provide adolescent
boys with a stable, alternative residence and school. The
community has supported Hanna thru the years despite its
difficulties. This proposed project has absolutely nothing to
do with its mission and it doesn't need this humongous
development to support its endowment and mission. I wonder if
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its proposal is merely an attempt to position itself to
negotiate and is surprised that reasonable minds are treating
it as a serious proposal.

Thank you for your time.

Ellen Chaitin    
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From: Geoff Harrison
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: PLP20-0018
Date: Friday, July 7, 2023 3:05:26 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear sirs,

I received your letters regarding APN sites 039-320-051 and 039-390-022 and the upcoming
hearing on July 13th at 1 PM. One is to add WH workforce housing and one is to change a
parcel from R11 to R20 high density dwelling. I spent a few hours reading all the information
online but was really looking for what the plan would be for these two sites. If there are plans
other than the changes above, where can I view them? I could not find specific future
architectural plans or descriptions for these sites. 

Anything you can provide would be helpful.

Thank you,

Geoff Harrison
479 Manka Circle
Santa Rosa, CA
95403

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Josine LaMonica
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: County of Sonoma 6th Cycle housing - Permit Sonoma File # PLP20-0018
Date: Friday, July 7, 2023 2:10:48 PM

EXTERNAL

How can I state the negative impact this will make on the surrounding community, I can not
put into words.

I am the owner of the unfortunate property located right across the street from this project. My
surrounding neighbor's and I will be impacted by TRAFFIC, High CRIME, and the loss of
wildlife that comes and goes through this area. What is a happy rural area will now become a
nightmare and an unhappy place for those who are within the area of the build. I have had my
home for 33 years and now I am faced with the fact that I will have to sell, and that the
property will no longer be worth anything. Because no one wants to live across from this
dense over populated housing.

There are better locations for this type of housing, and HATCHERY ROAD is not one of
them. We have no need for this type of housing here, those of us who want to live a better life
with some space have now had that taken away because of GREED.

I am one land owner, who pay very high ‘UNINCORPORATED’ taxes to have a bit of land
and now it will be worthless.

I don’t know what the others think but already 2 houses on this street are going up for sale..
That is sad, and it all because of this permitted housing.

You are destroying a good community, and making it a horrible place to live and have no
regard for the surround area.

Thank you for crushing my home

Josine LaMonica

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential & intended solely for the use of
the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. This message contains confidential
information and is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named addressee
you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this email. Please notify the sender immediately
by email if you have received this e-action in reliance on the contents of this information is
strictly prohibited. 
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From: Paul R
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Comments on Housing Element 6 - July 13, 2023
Date: Friday, July 7, 2023 12:27:51 PM

EXTERNAL

7 July 2023
781 Ernest Dr.
Sonoma, CA  95476
 
To members of the Sonoma County Planning Commission:
    Re Subject – upcoming review of Housing Element 6, Project PLP20-0018
 
The Housing Element 6 set before you includes a covert process, more akin to a desperate
bureaucracy than to a representative government.  The Housing Element DEIR explicitly and
FEIR implicitly include references to including “projects already in the development pipeline”

and that “the remaining 569 dwelling units required in the County under the 6th cycle RHNA
would be accommodated by currently planned and approved units in development…”  One
obscure reference in the extensive Housing Element documentation refers to the Hanna
Project as one of these pipeline properties.
 
This is an obvious cynical mechanism for reducing the need for a detailed review of in-process
planning for projects.  We in the nearby communities urge you to remove any reference in
the new Housing Element to projects other than the 79 identified parcels.
 
What other projects are included, but not directly stated in the Housing Element?  Is the
Springs Specific Plan and its 598 homes being taken for use in the new Housing Element?  Will
this mechanism be used to steamroll past the new changes by Cal Fire in confirming higher
fire risk within the Donald St. part of the Springs Specific Plan and directly adjacent to the
Hanna Project? 
 
Both Hanna and the Springs Specific Plan/Donald St share deep concerns regarding building
within or near a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.  You in the Planning Commission should
be worrying about the ability of any of the new residents to obtain Fire insurance coverage.  In
my home in the Donald St area I can find NO insurance company, besides my grandfathered
company that will offer me coverage.  NO ONE.  You should also be worrying about the
collective effects of the SDC Specific Plan (1000 homes) – the Hanna Project (600 homes) – the
Pauls Field Hotel and Housing (200 homes) – the Springs Specific Plan/Donald St. (598 homes)
– and the Siesta Way Senior Housing Facility (94 homes).  Wildfire evacuations of each facility
will pile up on top of the next facility from Arnold down to Verano, and from SR12 down to
Verano.  Surely you don’t think that adding 2500 homes and 5000 cars will have NO impact

mailto:rusmusic19@gmail.com
mailto:PlanningAgency@sonoma-county.org


upon crowded roads during an emergency evacuation – DO YOU?
 
Do you remember the long evacuation times during the Nun’s Fire just six years ago?  I do.
 
The affected communities deserve a full discussion and review of nearby projects.  Please see
that this modicum of civilization continues in Sonoma County.  Remove any references to any

project other than the 79 chosen parcels within the Housing Element 6th Cycle.
 
Thank you.
 
               Paul Rockett

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: Sean Fischer
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Comments re Adoption of the proposed Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle
Date: Friday, July 7, 2023 2:32:36 PM

EXTERNAL

Commissioners:

My name is Sean Fischer and I am a resident of Sonoma, District 1.

I am writing to voice my concerns and register my opposition to the following components of the
Housing Element Update package:

1. Adoption of the Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle (2023-2031)
and repeal of existing 2014 Housing Element (General Plan Amendment)

2. Amendments to the General Plan land use designations on up to 43 parcels
(Amendments to General Plan Land Use Map)

3. Amendments to zoning on up to 55 sites to allow increased residential development
4. Amendments to text of Sonoma County Code Chapter 26 (Zoning Code) making

limited technical corrections needed at adoption of the 6th Cycle Housing Element

In particular, I object to the inclusion of the Hanna parcel in the Housing Element because that
issue was never properly presented to the public and has not been fully vetted.  Specifically:

In Paragraph 2.6.3, the Housing Element Update Draft EIR mentions 79 sites in
Sonoma County that would satisfy the state imposed RHNA.  Four of the 79 sites
in the Housing Element Update Draft EIR are in the area called Agua Caliente. 
None of the four are the Hanna site.  I have been unable to identify any mention of
the Hanna site or project in the Draft EIR.
The Housing Element Review Draft (December 2022) also does not mention the
Hanna site or project and states that Area 9 (Sonoma Valley) has a total Realistic
Unit Capacity of 280 units.
It is completely unfair to place the majority of the RHNA burden on Sonoma
Valley, forever altering life for residents there.  Hanna represents 668 of the 1,253
or 52.9% of the County "Pipeline."  Sonoma Valley Projects including Hanna
represent 868 or 68.7% of the Pipeline.  While this might be the most expedient
resolution for the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors, it is unfair
to the residents of the entire County.

Sonoma Valley has insufficient infrastructure, jobs and services to accommodate the many
thousands of residents contemplated in the current Housing Element.  Neither the existing
residents – nor the potential additional residents – will be served by the Housing Element for the
6th Housing Element Cycle.  Nearly all of those new residents will have to drive long distances to
get to their jobs and services.

In addition, the overwhelming majority of the roads in Sonoma Valley are two-lane roads,
presenting significant evacuation concerns. The Hanna site is literally across the street from Very

mailto:sean.m.fischer@gmail.com
mailto:PlanningAgency@sonoma-county.org


High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, making evacuations even more difficult and dangerous.  Seniors
are the highest risk-group during fire evacuation, yet the Hanna site is being considered for a
senior living facility.

There is extremely limited public transportation to or from the Hanna site.

Adoption of the proposed Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle at this time is
premature, at best.  The Planning Commission owes a duty to the residents of Sonoma County to
consider this issue further before making any recommendations to the Board of Supervisors.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully,
Sean Fischer

 

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
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From: Sylvia Schwartz
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Proposed Zoning change
Date: Friday, July 7, 2023 12:33:48 PM

EXTERNAL

Re:  APN:047-152-019
        APN:047-152-020

As the owner of the above two parcels which are proposed to undergo zoning change, I wish to strongly urge
support of this proposal.  There is great need for additional housing in Sonoma County.  My property would serve
ideally since it has roads both on the front and back with city water available on one road and city sewage
connection on the other.
I also support a percentage of the housing dedicated to affordability for low income families.

Sincerely,
Sylvia Schwartz
Sylvia Schwartz Trust

415-383-0506

Sent from my iPad

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.

mailto:sylschwar@comcast.net
mailto:PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org


From: bnelcom@comcast.net
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Opposition to the Hanna Center"s Proposed Development and Its Inclusion in the Housing Element
Date: Saturday, July 8, 2023 11:42:18 AM

EXTERNAL

My husband, Craig Tracy, and I live in a home that abuts the property the Hanna Center
owns and proposes to develop.  We are strongly opposed to this development for the
compelling reasons outlined below and want to register our opposition to the following
components of the Housing Element Update package:

1. Adoption of the Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle (2023-2031)
and repeal of existing 2014 Housing Element (General Plan Amendment)

2. Amendments to the General Plan land use designations on up to 43 parcels
(Amendments to General Plan Land Use Map)

3. Amendments to zoning on up to 55 sites to allow increased residential development
4. Amendments to text of Sonoma County Code Chapter 26 (Zoning Code) making

limited technical corrections needed at adoption of the 6th Cycle Housing Element

In particular, we object to the inclusion of the Hanna parcel in the Housing Element
because that issue was never properly presented to the public and has not been fully
vetted.  Specifically:

in Paragraph 2.6.3, the Housing Element Update Draft EIR mentions 79 sites in
Sonoma County that would satisfy the state imposed RHNA.  Four of the 79 sites
in the Housing Element Update Draft EIR are in the area called Agua Caliente. 
None of the four are the Hanna site.  I have been unable to identify any mention of
the Hanna site or project in the Draft EIR.
The Housing Element Review Draft (December 2022) also does not mention the
Hanna site or project and states that Area 9 (Sonoma Valley) has a total Realistic
Unit Capacity of 280 units.
It is completely unfair to place the majority of the RHNA burden on Sonoma
Valley, forever altering life for residents there.  Hanna represents 668 of the 1,253
or 52.9% of the County "Pipeline."  Sonoma Valley Projects including Hanna
represent 868 or 68.7% of the Pipeline.  While this might be the most expedient
resolution for the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors, it is unfair
to the residents of the entire County.

Sonoma Valley has insufficient infrastructure, jobs and services to accommodate the many
thousands of residents contemplated in the current Housing Element.  Neither the
existing residents – nor the potential additional residents – will be served by the Housing
Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle.  Nearly all of those new residents will have
to drive long distances to get to their jobs and services.

In addition, the overwhelming majority of the roads in Sonoma Valley are two-lane roads,
presenting significant evacuation concerns. The Hanna site is literally across the street
from Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, making evacuations even more difficult and

mailto:bnelcom@comcast.net
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dangerous.  Seniors are the highest risk-group during fire evacuation, yet the Hanna site is
being considered for a senior living facility.

There is extremely limited public transportation to the Hanna site.

Adoption of the proposed Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle at this
time is premature, at best.  The Planning Commission owes a duty to the residents of
Sonoma County to consider this issue further before making any recommendations to the
Board of Supervisors.

Sincerely,

Barbara Nelson & Craig Tracy

16675 Arnold Drive; Sonoma, CA
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From: Fred Allebach
To: PlanningAgency; Scott Orr
Subject: Public comment on County Housing Element Final EIR, For 7/13/23 BZA agenda item PLP20-0018
Date: Saturday, July 8, 2023 1:18:27 PM
Attachments: County HE FEIR public comment.docx

EXTERNAL

Fred Allebach
7/8/23
Public comment on County Housing Element Final EIR
For 7/13/23 BZA agenda item PLP20-0018
1,150 words/ two+ pages is all 
 
https://permitsonoma.org/planningcommissionmeetingjuly132023
 
This is a public comment on the County Housing Element (HE) EIR. I will address the
phenomena of using CEQA to stall and kill projects of all types. It is well known that CEQA is
used in any way possible to find impacts to stall and hold projects up. Yet, the County has to

find room for 3,800 units in the 6th cycle HE and with the housing inventory no net loss law,
near 50% of these have to be for, and to find potential space for, people who make Low and
Very Low annual income.
 
These units have to go somewhere in the County’s unincorporated area and it is unrealistic to
insist on no environmental impacts when the social equity leg of the sustainability triple
bottom line, as it pertains to housing, is so far in a deficit here.
 

It's only right that many of these 6th cycle RHNA allocation site inventory units go, for example
in unincorporated Sonoma Valley, in TCAC Highest Resource Opportunity Areas like where the

Hanna Project site is and where the SDC site is. This siting of 6th cycle housing inventory acts
to integrate these TCAC (CA state tax credit allocation committee) Highest areas along class
and race levels so they don’t stay only white, wealthy, and low density. What these sites do is
to balance the sustainability TBL, which needs correction to the equity bottom line.  
 
Environmental protections, while needed, valid, and desirable, have been used to create an
untenable housing situation in the state and Sonoma County, and in Sonoma Valley. It is not
for nothing that CEQA is being contemplated to be waived for homeless shelters and low-
income housing in AB 1907. Changes to the General Plan (GP) and zoning are justified; the
County HE has to adapt to changing circumstances, especially when lower income people
stand to be harmed by pressure to be consistent with current GP and zoning policy.
 
As a Sonoma Valley resident up on current events, I have a concern that this BZA hearing on
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Fred Allebach

7/8/23

Public comment on County Housing Element Final EIR

For 7/13/23 BZA agenda item PLP20-0018



https://permitsonoma.org/planningcommissionmeetingjuly132023 



This is a public comment on the County Housing Element (HE) EIR. I will address the phenomena of using CEQA to stall and kill projects of all types. It is well known that CEQA is used in any way possible to find impacts to stall and hold projects up. Yet, the County has to find room for 3,800 units in the 6th cycle HE and with the housing inventory no net loss law, near 50% of these have to be for, and to find potential space for, people who make Low and Very Low annual income.



These units have to go somewhere in the County’s unincorporated area and it is unrealistic to insist on no environmental impacts when the social equity leg of the sustainability triple bottom line, as it pertains to housing, is so far in a deficit here. 



It's only right that many of these 6th cycle RHNA allocation site inventory units go, for example in unincorporated Sonoma Valley, in TCAC Highest Resource Opportunity Areas like where the Hanna Project site is and where the SDC site is. This siting of 6th cycle housing inventory acts to integrate these TCAC (CA state tax credit allocation committee) Highest areas along class and race levels so they don’t stay only white, wealthy, and low density. What these sites do is to balance the sustainability TBL, which needs correction to the equity bottom line.  



Environmental protections, while needed, valid, and desirable, have been used to create an untenable housing situation in the state and Sonoma County, and in Sonoma Valley. It is not for nothing that CEQA is being contemplated to be waived for homeless shelters and low-income housing in AB 1907. Changes to the General Plan (GP) and zoning are justified; the County HE has to adapt to changing circumstances, especially when lower income people stand to be harmed by pressure to be consistent with current GP and zoning policy.



As a Sonoma Valley resident up on current events, I have a concern that this BZA hearing on GP and zoning amendments, and on the 6th cycle HE CEQA FEIR, will be used as a vehicle to attack the Hanna pipeline project in an overall effort aligned with the SDC project resistance, to keep Sonoma Valley less dense and to avoid impacts from the County’s RHNA obligation here. 



Permit Sonoma should expect another lawsuit on the Hanna pipeline project similar in basis to that of the SDC project. Now is not the time to discuss the merits of any particular projects, but as noted above, CEQA is but the first stage of project merit resistance. I encourage the Planning Commission and BOS to see the larger game in play here and contemplate just where the 6th cycle site inventory is supposed to go? Are not urban service areas (USAs) near urban areas appropriate for County HE infill? If not here, where? Somebody else’s back yard?    



Is it justifiable to maintain unincorporated area segregation on the basis of environmental risks that all residents must bear anyway? How many ways can segregation be justified? Do possible EIR impacts justify building a wall and keeping more people out, esp. if in the 6th cycle HE @ 50% of units have to be for lower income and there are legal teeth to make sure these units get produced?



The County  can’t force these units into cities; the units have to go in unincorporated areas, mostly in USAs. 



Amendments to the GP and to zoning status quo are justified and called for bc things can’t stay the same here and still make room for the needed housing in unincorporated areas, esp in TCAC Highest Resource Opportunity Areas. Urban service areas like where the Hanna Project is, are the exact areas that should be used for infill projects and not treated as if they were wilderness. USAs near cities are the County’s housing sacrifice zones where there is municipal water and sewer, and where proximity to urban areas is close by, a lot closer than people having to drive in from American Canyon, Fairfield or Lake County. Let’s get real about cumulative VMT impacts if Sonoma Valley externalizes its housing needs.



CEQA and environmental impacts need to be put in larger perspective, and the sustainability triple bottom line and full cost accounting need to make room for social equity in a place where green protections are so far out of balance and top heavy. Sonoma Valley has a City UGB and unincorporated green separators that hem all development into a small, proscribed USA area. Are we to believe that even this USA infill is too much to bear? C’mon! 



Given that the County has a serious housing crisis of long-term duration and it keeps getting worse in part due to underproduction of units and lack of supply, something has to give in land use planning, GP amendments, zoning changes, and the Housing Element site inventory so as to accommodate the lower-income people who keep getting displaced from the County. If this comes at a cost of higher VMT, well that may have to be an unavoidable effect bc the only other alternative is using CEQA to build a wall around the County and turn away all new people, (and thereby creating more housing scarcity and driving up housing prices even higher) even as the existing residents are wasteful and have high GHG impacts themselves in their single-family homes.



The GP and zoning need to adapt and not be seen as strict constructionist, never able to be changed. Are we planning textualists and literalists or adaptationists? IMO, the GP has to be a living document, not cast in stone. How did Sonoma County ever get from giant ranches and all mixed ag lands to where we are today if there were never any zoning changes?  



I encourage the PC to not make CEQA trouble on the HE site inventory. The HE will have to have site inventory for the full AMI range of the 6th cycle RHNA allocation and if the County is lucky it may get near a quarter of that RHNA in the one Hanna pipeline Project, this in a Sonoma Valley sorely in need of new supply of all types, and in an area that calls to be integrated by, for now with the Hanna draft project, at least a 25% inclusion of lower income and senior housing, if not more.



The County does not control City centers and it’s not feasible or realistic for the County at this point to try and put its RHNA onto cities; that’s not the County HE charge now. What’s proper here is to amend the GP and zoning and to use the urban service areas, especially those near cities like in Sonoma Valley, to satisfy its 6th cycle RHNA.  



GP and zoning amendments, and on the 6th cycle HE CEQA FEIR, will be used as a vehicle to
attack the Hanna pipeline project in an overall effort aligned with the SDC project resistance,
to keep Sonoma Valley less dense and to avoid impacts from the County’s RHNA obligation
here.
 
Permit Sonoma should expect another lawsuit on the Hanna pipeline project similar in basis to
that of the SDC project. Now is not the time to discuss the merits of any particular projects,
but as noted above, CEQA is but the first stage of project merit resistance. I encourage the
Planning Commission and BOS to see the larger game in play here and contemplate just where

the 6th cycle site inventory is supposed to go? Are not urban service areas (USAs) near urban
areas appropriate for County HE infill? If not here, where? Somebody else’s back yard?    
 
Is it justifiable to maintain unincorporated area segregation on the basis of environmental
risks that all residents must bear anyway? How many ways can segregation be justified? Do
possible EIR impacts justify building a wall and keeping more people out, esp. if in the 6th
cycle HE @ 50% of units have to be for lower income and there are legal teeth to make sure
these units get produced?
 
The County  can’t force these units into cities; the units have to go in unincorporated areas,
mostly in USAs.
 
Amendments to the GP and to zoning status quo are justified and called for bc things can’t
stay the same here and still make room for the needed housing in unincorporated areas, esp
in TCAC Highest Resource Opportunity Areas. Urban service areas like where the Hanna
Project is, are the exact areas that should be used for infill projects and not treated as if they
were wilderness. USAs near cities are the County’s housing sacrifice zones where there is
municipal water and sewer, and where proximity to urban areas is close by, a lot closer than
people having to drive in from American Canyon, Fairfield or Lake County. Let’s get real about
cumulative VMT impacts if Sonoma Valley externalizes its housing needs.
 
CEQA and environmental impacts need to be put in larger perspective, and the sustainability
triple bottom line and full cost accounting need to make room for social equity in a place
where green protections are so far out of balance and top heavy. Sonoma Valley has a City
UGB and unincorporated green separators that hem all development into a small, proscribed
USA area. Are we to believe that even this USA infill is too much to bear? C’mon!
 
Given that the County has a serious housing crisis of long-term duration and it keeps getting
worse in part due to underproduction of units and lack of supply, something has to give in
land use planning, GP amendments, zoning changes, and the Housing Element site inventory
so as to accommodate the lower-income people who keep getting displaced from the County.
If this comes at a cost of higher VMT, well that may have to be an unavoidable effect bc the



only other alternative is using CEQA to build a wall around the County and turn away all new
people, (and thereby creating more housing scarcity and driving up housing prices even
higher) even as the existing residents are wasteful and have high GHG impacts themselves in
their single-family homes.
 
The GP and zoning need to adapt and not be seen as strict constructionist, never able to be
changed. Are we planning textualists and literalists or adaptationists? IMO, the GP has to be a
living document, not cast in stone. How did Sonoma County ever get from giant ranches and
all mixed ag lands to where we are today if there were never any zoning changes? 
 
I encourage the PC to not make CEQA trouble on the HE site inventory. The HE will have to

have site inventory for the full AMI range of the 6th cycle RHNA allocation and if the County is
lucky it may get near a quarter of that RHNA in the one Hanna pipeline Project, this in a
Sonoma Valley sorely in need of new supply of all types, and in an area that calls to be
integrated by, for now with the Hanna draft project, at least a 25% inclusion of lower income
and senior housing, if not more.
 
The County does not control City centers and it’s not feasible or realistic for the County at this
point to try and put its RHNA onto cities; that’s not the County HE charge now. What’s proper
here is to amend the GP and zoning and to use the urban service areas, especially those near

cities like in Sonoma Valley, to satisfy its 6th cycle RHNA.  
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Fred Allebach
7/8/23
Public comment on County Housing Element Final EIR
For 7/13/23 BZA agenda item PLP20-0018 
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From: marilyn wolters
To: PermitSonoma
Subject: 16450 Laughlin Road
Date: Saturday, July 8, 2023 11:45:55 AM

EXTERNAL

From: marilyn wolters
Sent: Friday, July 7, 2023 3:31 PM
To: Permit-Sonoma-housing@sonoma-county.org <Permit-Sonoma-housing@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: 16450 Laughlin Road
Dear Permit Sonoma:

I am submitting my objections to your building the proposed units on Laughlin Road:

We are already isolated by flash flooding of Fife Creek. There are many days when we cannot
leave the valley, except by hazardous roads if they are open. How could you consider adding
more residents?
Climate change is here and unforeseeable. Runoff from the 83 units on that site will increase
flooding drastically. This will impact those here already and increase flooding at the
elementary school.
Many of us are elderly and might require urgent care. Additional flooding interferes with our
ability to leave the valley should our health demand it.
We are in an area regarded as high fire risk by Cal Fire. We are surrounded by flammable
forest. Wildfires are projected to get worse. Building in high risk areas should not be
considered.
We have already been evacuated twice for wildfires. Evacuation was difficult with the number
of residents who already live here. Adding more would make it so much more difficult.
The county says it is committed to reducing greenhouse gas. There are few jobs in Guerneville,
so this would encourage more commuting and make roads more crowded.
Many products and services cannot be purchases in Guerneville, requiring trips to Santa Rosa
and beyond. It will be a while before we all have electric cars. This too will increase
greenhouse gases.
Is there adequate infrastructure? How much additional infrastructure will be needed for
community safety and at what expense?
Can the sewer support this increase? Can the water system?

Thank you very much,

Marilyn Wolters

mailto:marilyngr@hotmail.com
mailto:PermitSonoma@sonoma-county.org
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From: Sean Maley
To: PermitSonoma
Cc: permitsonoma-housing@sonomacounty.org
Subject: 16450 Laughlin Road
Date: Saturday, July 8, 2023 4:19:49 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.jpg

EXTERNAL

I am in objection to the proposal of 84 units on 16450 Lauhlin Road for the following reasons,
aside the fact that once you turn left on Laughlin to access this property, it is a 1 lane road:

Sean Maley and David Hasslinger
Sean Maley
CA BRE #:1057229 | NMLS #: 237207
Direct: 415-845-9700
EFax: 415-329-1951
Email: smaley@guaranteemortgage.com
Website: http://www.guaranteemortgage.com/agents/sean-maley
Apply Online: Apply for a loan with Sean
Items needed to apply for a loan
Need to send me a secure email? Click here
Steps to full loan approval
Read reviews & Recommend Sean
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From: Darren Perry
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Stakeholder Comment re: County of Sonoma 6th Cycle Housing Element, Permit Sonoma File No. PLP20-0018
Date: Sunday, July 9, 2023 3:58:42 PM
Attachments: Jeannette Ave at Hicks Road.jpg

Hicks Road.jpg
Hicks Road at Jeannette Ave.jpg
Hicks Road Frontage.jpg

EXTERNAL

We are writing to oppose the staff recommendation of a zoning amendment at 3280 Hicks
Road, APN 130-146-003, as described in County of Sonoma 6th Cycle Housing Element,
Permit Sonoma File No. PLP20-0018, which proposes to change an existing density of two
dwelling units per acre (B6 2 DU) by a factor of ten, to allow twenty dwelling units per acre
(B6 20 DU). The change would allow for 40 dwelling units on the 2.08-acre parcel at issue.

This update is inconsistent with, and incompatible with, all adjacent properties.
It will create a burden on existing infrastructure.
Its stated goal of providing low-income housing opportunities is at odds with the public
transportation system and employment opportunities in the area.
The property is currently being marketed as a "Development Opportunity" - the
rezoning application is an opportunity to increase the marketability of the property.

3280 Hicks Road is surrounded by three large properties with Agricultural/Residential (AR)
Zoning, two properties of less than .25 acre each with Low-Density Residential (R1) Zoning,
and a 4.33-acre parcel zoned Rural Residential. The 4.33-acre parcel includes a working apple
orchard which abuts 3280 Hicks Road. There is no gradual change in density possible. Rather,
this parcel would become an island of high-density housing on a rural road in a rural
neighborhood of unincorporated Sonoma County..

Development at the scale proposed would create a burden on existing infrastructure. 3280
Hicks Road sits at the corner of Hicks Road and Jeannette Avenue. Hicks Road is a narrow,
two-lane road, while Jeannette Avenue is a single-lane road (see photos). Stormwater flow is
overland, and in roadside ditches. There is no municipal water service.

This zoning change is proposed in the context of "further[ing] the goal of meeting the existing
and projected housing needs for all household income levels." While necessary and
commendable, there is little public transit infrastructure to support commuting and there are
few local businesses providing employment opportunities.

This property has been listed for sale for some time, with a sign promoting it as a
"Development Opportunity" - currently, that opportunity is limited to the creation of 4
dwelling units on 2.08 acres, consistent with adjacent properties. Given the slightly higher
density of development on Jeannette Avenue on the edge of unincorporated Graton (4 units
per acre rather than 2), there is an opportunity to increase density in a way that is not
disruptive or out of place. While there may be a middle ground, B6 20 DU--an increase by a
factor of ten--is not consistent with that approach.

Finally, with respect to the zoning amendment portion of the Housing Element Update, the
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process has not been transparent. Notice has been extremely short, making it impractical, if
not impossible, for comments to be incorporated into the staff report. Our notice is dated July
3, and it requests written comments "at least ten days prior to" the July 13 hearing, for
inclusion in the staff report. Mailing the notice ten days before the hearing made it impossible
for these comments to be incorporated into the staff report. We intend to appear remotely at
the hearing.

Respectfully submitted,
Darren Perry and Marci Reichbach
3287 Hicks Road
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From: Jaye Deane Griffiths
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Fwd: Proposed re-zoning for 83 units at 16050 Laughlin rd Guerneville Attention: Board of Zoning Adjustments/

board of Supervisors Action
Date: Monday, July 10, 2023 8:57:02 PM

EXTERNAL

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Jaye Deane Griffiths <j.d.griffiths55@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Jul 10, 2023 at 8:53 PM
Subject: Proposed re-zoning for 83 units at 16050 Laughlin rd Guerneville Attention: Board of
Zoning Adjustments/ board of Supervisors Action
To: <Permitsonoma-housing@sonomacounty.org>

AttentionBoard of Zoning Adjustments/board of supervisors action
Project: 16050 Laughlin rd Guerneville  83 units

I write today to voice my concerns about the building of 83 units at 16050 Laughlin rd.
Guerneville. Building on this property intentionally puts the community at risk and in harm's
way.

FLOODING
The impact of flat surface density on land versus porous surface negatively impacts hydro-
scopic absorption.  This absorption is coefficient of the land and increases the sheet-flow
coming off of said property during storms which directly impacts the flow of Fife Creek. The
entirety of this property directly borders Fife Creek. 

Additionally, modifying the topography of the land runs the risk of adding to and changing the
current flood plain. The change in porosity and permeability to the geographical area adds to
the increased sheet flow and increases flooding, endangering lives causing increased
emotional toxic stress as well as physical duress which creates a negative impact on our
healthcare system and over-stresses Medicare with the current number of elderly living in the
community. This decision puts the elderly in jeopardy during a health emergency and feels as
if they are being tossed by the wayside.

Has an analysis of properties that may change from the 50 yr. to the  100 yr. flood plan been
completed? I ask as this will significantly change the financial impact when insuring our
property. 

FIRE
Cal Fire map has this property listed as a concern. How can Sonoma County approve
additional units to be built in an area with but one safe road to exit. This creates congestion as
experienced in the Paradise Fire which puts lives in peril and causes people to parish waiting
in lines of traffic.

After recent evacuation mandates and the difficu;ties in getting current residents to safety, it
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seems adding additional population density as proposed would only further stress the already
burdened Fire Dept, Cal Fire, and the infrastructure. All this putting the community at risk,
especially the very young and the elderly

GREENHOUSE GAS IMPACT
As stated in the  CLIMATE CHANGE ACTION RESOLUTION
                          in the Permit Sonoma Resolution highlights      TO REDUCE
                                                                                                                 Goal #4 - Reduce travel
demand through focused growth

                                                                                               GOAL OF INCREASING
RESILIENCE
                                                                                                                  Goal #! - promote
healthy, safe communities
                                                                                                                  Goal #3 - promote a
sustainable climate resilient economy

                                                                                                                  
As stated in  "to Reduce" goal #4     How does adding 83 units to a community that has limited
employment locally conform to reduced travel demand?
                                                     One might conclude there would be additional driving and
commuting adding to the greenhouse impact

As stated in "increasing resilience" goal #! - With  additional flooding likely due to additional
sheet flow off the property
                                                                 Fire evacuation congested traffic
                                                                 Children walking past the propert to get to school
with no sidewalks
                                                                 Children needing to be evacuated from school during
a flood and elderly stranded at risk medically

                                                                 How does any of the above comply with a healthy
safe community?

As stated in goal #3 - with reference to a sustainable climate: When we added onto our home
we were required to plant 15 trees. 
                                                                                          How many additional trees will be
required in building 83 units?
                                                                                          Will old growth trees be removed in
order to build?  The carbon sink in Old Growth can't balance new planting.
                                                                  How does the above contribute to a sustainable
climate?

Lastly my most egregious concern as a mother and a grandmother is for the safety and welfare
of the children. Watching them walk to school, past this property, and hearing them playing at
recess is a bright spot in my life. Imagining the additional traffic due to 83 units being built in
a community without sidewalks, endangering children, leaves me speechless. We were
considering moving our grandchildren here to enter the Guerneville school, but are currently



rethinking the decision. The thought of safely walking to school or being evacuated during a
flood is of grave concern. Studies show the negative effect of emotional toxic stress
(experienced during a flood) impacts our health especially in children.

I ask what the county plans to do to protect our children?The children that may live in the
proposed property, will they be informed of the many times Fife Creek currently floods? That
in the past children were carried to safety from the school during one of the many  floods?
This toxic stress will affect their lives hence forward. I ask that you take into consideration the
risk to the community this build will cause and keep all out of harm's way for the greater good.
With gratitude Jaye Griffiths   14800 Armstrong Woods rd,
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From: Paul Chaussee
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Cc: Renee Donmon; Renee Donmon
Subject: APN: 047-152-019 - Goodwin Avenue
Date: Sunday, July 9, 2023 9:50:09 AM

EXTERNAL

To County Supervisors,
We have questions on how the new zoning to increase residential high density per acreage if passed would deal with
some issues we currently have in our area.

1. Road conditions are very poor, the county can not keep up on maintaining the current poor conditions, how will
this be dealt with in future if rezoning and development happens?

2. The speed limit was increased from 25 to 30mph a few years back and its affecting wildlife, even more deceased
wild animal are being hit on sides of our roads, will speed limit be changed back before large impact of 20 plus
more vehicles are added to the area?

3. The faster cars affect pedestrians and bicyclist who walk and ride the area daily, there are not safe places to get
off the road in many area and many blind spots will something be done to address this before large developments
happen and many new tenants are living in area and have visitors driving to this development?

4. With 20 units how will you deal with the added vehicle parking, 20 new cars plus visitors parking - is there a
proposed development to see now?

5. How many levels/stories are proposed for 20 per acre infill housing? How will this integrate into the look of a
rural neighborhood?

6. Why choose this rural area with poor public transit access, no grocery shopping in walking distance yet there is a
tavern/bar in walking distance? Is there plans for more development to accommodate this zoning we don’t know
about yet?

7. There is only one county bus line in this area, why not choose an area with multiple bus lines or near SMART
train stops?

8. What is the access to public sewage, water lines, how much work will need to happen to bring utilities to this hi
density development to accommodate this large project, how will this affect the neighbors with construction for
unknown amount of months, noise, blocked roads, driveways?

9. Does this set a precedent to have more properties try to subdivide into many homes on country property that
current ground water, or septic can not handle?
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7-9-23 

Comments about the proposed rezoning of parcel 134-111-020, at 3427 Moorland Ave. 95407 for High 
Density Residential Housing from property owners within the immediate area: 

- We strongly oppose the rezoning to allow High Density housing. This is a peaceful rural residential 
neighborhood with most homes on parcels with large lots or acreage, giving needed separation between 
residents. 
- This neighborhood is mostly owner occupied by long term residents who take pride in, and care for 
their neighborhood and properties. It is very likely that, when a High Density housing project is 
allowed in the middle of an established rural residential neighborhood, it has the potential to upset the 
delicate balance. 

- We all have wells to serve our domestic water supply., and are concerned that the drilling of new, and 
deeper wells nearby to serve the High density Housing could negatively impact our only water supply, 
since the parcel in question is outside of the proposed city of Santa Rosa boundary, and is not served by 
City water service. 

-Currently, the high volume of traffic, funneling into Moorland avenue, at peak time makes for 
extremely long delays for drivers trying to make left turns onto Todd Rd. to access HWY 101, or Santa 
Rosa Ave. This would likely get worse if High density Housing were to be allowed in this 
neighborhood. 

- Moorland Avenue is a narrow residential road that already has a high volume of traffic, and serves as 
an alternate North-South route for drivers wanting to avoid HWY 101 or Santa Rosa Ave. A High 
Density Housing project would only add to the dangerous road conditions that already exist. Drivers 
routinely run the stop sign at West Robles and Moorland Avenue. The traffic on Moorland ave, being 
used as an alternate route, is ALREADY expected to increase significantly once all of the Very High 
Density housing projects in the process of being built nearby on Santa Rosa Ave, Yolonda Ave, and 
Kawana Springs Rd, are completed and occupied by the many thousands of new residents. Adding to 
the congestion in our area could have disastrous affects on our quality of life. 

- There are no sidewalks on this section of Moorland Ave for safe pedestrian traffic, instead there are 
ditches on either side of this narrow road which makes for extremely dangerous bicycle and pedestrian 
traffic. 

There are many other reasons as well, that allowing a High Density Housing project in our 

. J 
neighborhood does not make sense. 
We are opposed to the proposed rezoning of 3427 Moorland Ave: 



From: tpdellinger@comcast.net <tpdellinger@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 9, 2023 12:28 PM
To: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org>; Caitlin Cornwall <Caitlin.Cornwall@sonoma-
county.org>; Larry Reed <Larry.Reed@sonoma-county.org>; Pat Gilardi <Pat.Gilardi@sonoma-
county.org>; Evan Wiig <Evan.Wiig@sonoma-county.org>; Jacquelynne Ocana
<Jacquelynne.Ocana@sonoma-county.org>; Kevin Deas <Kevin.Deas@sonoma-county.org>; Shaun 
McCaffery <Shaun.McCaffery@sonoma-county.org>; Eric Koenigshofer
<Eric.Koenigshofer@sonoma-county.org>
Cc: Lynda Hopkins <Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org>; 'Sue Zaharoff'
<sue.zaharoff@comcast.net>; dsnorthern@sbcglobal.net <dsnorthern@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element and Final EIR

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commissioners,

We are residents of Forestville. We reviewed the subject documents and find it to our
liking.  Most importantly, the changes and improvements made are consistent with the
majority of comments made by county residents. Therefore we find the subject draft
acceptable for advancement for your and County Supervisors’ consideration.   

Please approve the July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element and Final EIR as written
by Staff including the removal of the FOR-2, FOR-5 and FOR-6 sites.

Your truly,

Tim and Kathy Dellinger

135 Nolan Ct.
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Forestville, CA 95436
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From: Caren Catterall
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Development in Guerneville
Date: Monday, July 10, 2023 11:31:01 AM

EXTERNAL

I cannot attend your meeting but I want to voice my objections to the planned 85 unit housing on
Laughlin.
My specific objections are:
Too many units to add in a congested area already because of the school.
Flooding issues exasperated by runoff, and impacting more people when Fife creek floods.
Building in a wildfire zone when evacuations are already challenging
Water and sewage infrastructure. This area already has problems with that and would require
rebuilding the whole system to add that many units.
Thanks for your consideration.
Caren
Caren Catterall
Sonoma County Printmaker
carencatterall.com
" The important thing is to work in a state of mind that approaches prayer"
Henri Matisse
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www.bayareanewsgroup.com

From: Cindy Oldham
To: PermitSonoma-Housing; Marc Rosati
Subject: County of Sonoma 6th Cycle house Element, Permit PLP20-0018, 3280 Hicks Road, APN: 130-146-003 (the

“Property”)
Date: Monday, July 10, 2023 1:35:53 PM
Attachments: County of Sonoma 6th Cycle house Element, Permit PLP20-0018 (2).doc

EXTERNAL

Please see the attached letter to be available to the staff before the public hearing on July 13th, 2023. I
will be attending in person.

Thank you,

Cindy Oldham
Senior Account Executive | Marin Independent Journal
coldham@marinij.com
650-642-1875 Direct
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Cindy Oldham and Marc Rosati

8897 Jeanette Ave, Graton, CA 95472


650-642-1875


July 9th, 20232


Sonoma County Planning Commission


Sonoma County Administration Building 575


Administration Drive Room 102-A, Santa Rosa, CA 95403


Subject: County of Sonoma 6th Cycle house Element, Permit PLP20-0018, 3280 Hicks Road, APN: 130-146-003 (the “Property”)


Dear Sonoma County Planning Commission: Project Planner Eric Gage, 

I hope this letter finds you well. I am writing to express my deep concern and contest the proposed change in zoning of the Property from UR 2 Urban Residential, two dwelling units per acre to UR 20, Urban Residential, twenty dwellings per acre within our community. As an active resident and a passionate advocate for preserving the unique character of our Graton neighborhood, I firmly believe that this decision would have significant adverse effects on the environment, the quality of life and the overall sustainability of our community.


First and foremost, I would like to emphasize the importance of maintaining the rural nature of our area. Our community has thrived for many years due to its tranquil environment, abundant green spaces, and close-knit atmosphere with abundant wildlife. The proposed change to dense housing would inevitably lead to the destruction of these vital aspects that make our community a desirable place to live for residents and wildlife. It would disrupt the balance between rural development and natural beauty. 

The proposed zoning change will have significant environmental consequences. Our rural neighborhood currently serves as a habitat for various wildlife species. These include foxes, owls, possums, coyotes, frogs and hundreds of birds. (See Exhibit A of animal pathway on the back of the Property and B the foxes). Converting the Property into dense housing developments would result in the loss of valuable green spaces, deforestation, and potential habitat destruction. Our responsibility to future generations demands that we preserve and protect these natural resources, ensuring a sustainable and harmonious coexistence with the environment.


Furthermore, the change in zoning raises concerns regarding the strain on existing infrastructure and public services. The sudden increase in population density would exert pressure on our already stretched utilities, transportation systems, and water supply (the area is on well water and there is no existing/public water facility to serve the Property). Roadways surrounding the property are inadequate to support 20 dwellings per acre or anything close to it. The roads are so narrow that when two cars meet face on, one must pullover to let the other pass. Moreover, there are no sidewalks or street lights for pedestrians. Also, drainage ditches on the side of the road make street parking impossible. (See exhibits C-G) This potential zoning change will cause a decline in the overall livability of our community. 

I kindly request that you consider these factors and take into account the concerns of the community members who oppose the zoning change. I urge you to explore alternative solutions that maintain the rural character of our area while addressing the need for providing housing. Initiatives such as promoting mixed-use zoning, preserving green spaces, and encouraging low-density housing options can strike a balance between growth and preservation. There are many other suitable properties that have water, roads etc. One in downtown Graton is for sale for $750K. 

In conclusion, I implore you to reconsider the proposed change in zoning for the Property to dense housing. Let us work together to find a solution that preserves our community's unique character, ensures the well-being of its residents, and safeguards the environment. I have faith that with thoughtful consideration and inclusive dialogue, we can arrive at an outcome that we can all be proud of.


Thank you for your attention to this matter, and I sincerely hope that you will give due consideration to the concerns raised. Please do not hesitate to reach out to me if you require any additional information or would like to discuss this matter further.


Yours sincerely,


Cindy Oldham and Marc Rosati

Exhibit A
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Exhibit B-There are 3 species of Fox in Northern Ca and one is on the endangered list.
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Exhibits C-G-Roads surrounding the Property
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From: Denise Gill
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Comments for Hearing 7-13-2023- Rezoning- 145 Wikiup Dr and 5146 Old Redwood Highway
Date: Monday, July 10, 2023 4:51:34 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Sonoma County Planning Commission,

The property on 145 Wikiup Drive APN: 039-040-035 will be discussed to rezone from
Limited Commercial to Urban Residential. The property Lyle's Beauty College and other
businesses uses both sides to park their cars on Wikiup Drive. Changing the zone to Urban
Residential at the 145 Wikiup will cause even more cars to park along this road. This will
creates an evacuation of fire or emergency deadly for those current residents trapped along
Wikiup Drive and inhibits emergency vehicles. Assurance of this rezoning should have a
traffic study on the impact of this rezoning.

The property of 5146 Old Redwood Highway APN: 039-320-051 will be discussed to rezone
current The Cove, our community church, (Limited Commercial) into High Density
Residential. The Creekside Apartments at 5209 Old Redwood Highway park along Manka
Circle church side as well as down Faught Road. It is currently impossible to pull out of
Manka Circle without the obstruction of these parked cars. Changing the zone to High Density
Residential will restrict the evacuation for fire or emergency for the current residents. A
restriction of emergency vehicles will also occur. This deadly rezoning of high density
residents within a small, crowded neighbor needs to be stopped.

I have owned my home since 1990. I am not an advocate of completely rezoning 3 properties
within blocks our lovely neighborhood. (Other property 201 Wikiup Drive APN: 039-040-
040) It appears Sonoma County has enough housing permits, please leave our Wikiup
community out of your 6th Cycle Housing Element project..

Thank you for your consideration,
Denise Gill
Homeowner

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Denise McReynolds
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Object to residential zoning
Date: Monday, July 10, 2023 6:18:09 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear permits,
Please don’t ruin our peace, and our parking situation behind our house. Across from Lyttles on Wikiup 145 Wikiup
Dr.
We the homeowners don’t want it. We have been on Manka Circle since 2009.
Thank you, Denise Fogg-McReynolds

Sent from my iPhone
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do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: JANEEN HELLER
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Armstrong Valley PLP20-0018
Date: Monday, July 10, 2023 9:56:21 AM

EXTERNAL

Hi, while I do not live in the Armstrong Valley,I have lived my whole life in Guerneville
and  I have many friends that do live out that way. The idea of adding 83 units on
Laughlin road is beyond insane. We live in the country, a place that is relatively quiet ,
an area that is far from commercial hubs, an area that we want to stay quiet for the
majority of the year. We already put up with crowds during our  tourist season which
ends up in traffic congestion ,trash on the streets and people wandering onto our
property. Adding 83 units will add more to our population which will stress the water
supply, the sewer system, add more pollution as these occupants commute out of
Guerneville to other locations,not to mention that this is a high risk fire area and that
Fife creek floods quite often during the rainy season.  
Please reconsider building these units here , it seems to make more sense to build
near a city where commutes are short and the fire and flood risk are minimal.  
  Sincerely, 
            John and Janeen Heller 

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
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From: Jaye Deane Griffiths
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Fwd: Proposed re-zoning for 83 units at 16050 Laughlin rd Guerneville Attention: Board of Zoning Adjustments/

board of Supervisors Action
Date: Monday, July 10, 2023 8:57:02 PM

EXTERNAL

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Jaye Deane Griffiths <j.d.griffiths55@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Jul 10, 2023 at 8:53 PM
Subject: Proposed re-zoning for 83 units at 16050 Laughlin rd Guerneville Attention: Board of
Zoning Adjustments/ board of Supervisors Action
To: <Permitsonoma-housing@sonomacounty.org>

AttentionBoard of Zoning Adjustments/board of supervisors action
Project: 16050 Laughlin rd Guerneville  83 units

I write today to voice my concerns about the building of 83 units at 16050 Laughlin rd.
Guerneville. Building on this property intentionally puts the community at risk and in harm's
way.

FLOODING
The impact of flat surface density on land versus porous surface negatively impacts hydro-
scopic absorption.  This absorption is coefficient of the land and increases the sheet-flow
coming off of said property during storms which directly impacts the flow of Fife Creek. The
entirety of this property directly borders Fife Creek. 

Additionally, modifying the topography of the land runs the risk of adding to and changing the
current flood plain. The change in porosity and permeability to the geographical area adds to
the increased sheet flow and increases flooding, endangering lives causing increased
emotional toxic stress as well as physical duress which creates a negative impact on our
healthcare system and over-stresses Medicare with the current number of elderly living in the
community. This decision puts the elderly in jeopardy during a health emergency and feels as
if they are being tossed by the wayside.

Has an analysis of properties that may change from the 50 yr. to the  100 yr. flood plan been
completed? I ask as this will significantly change the financial impact when insuring our
property. 

FIRE
Cal Fire map has this property listed as a concern. How can Sonoma County approve
additional units to be built in an area with but one safe road to exit. This creates congestion as
experienced in the Paradise Fire which puts lives in peril and causes people to parish waiting
in lines of traffic.

After recent evacuation mandates and the difficu;ties in getting current residents to safety, it

mailto:j.d.griffiths55@gmail.com
mailto:PlanningAgency@sonoma-county.org
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seems adding additional population density as proposed would only further stress the already
burdened Fire Dept, Cal Fire, and the infrastructure. All this putting the community at risk,
especially the very young and the elderly

GREENHOUSE GAS IMPACT
As stated in the  CLIMATE CHANGE ACTION RESOLUTION

in the Permit Sonoma Resolution highlights      TO REDUCE
Goal #4 - Reduce travel

demand through focused growth

GOAL OF INCREASING
RESILIENCE

 Goal #! - promote
healthy, safe communities

 Goal #3 - promote a
sustainable climate resilient economy

As stated in  "to Reduce" goal #4     How does adding 83 units to a community that has limited
employment locally conform to reduced travel demand?

One might conclude there would be additional driving and
commuting adding to the greenhouse impact

As stated in "increasing resilience" goal #! - With  additional flooding likely due to additional
sheet flow off the property

Fire evacuation congested traffic
Children walking past the propert to get to school

with no sidewalks
Children needing to be evacuated from school during

a flood and elderly stranded at risk medically

How does any of the above comply with a healthy
safe community?

As stated in goal #3 - with reference to a sustainable climate: When we added onto our home
we were required to plant 15 trees. 

How many additional trees will be
required in building 83 units?

Will old growth trees be removed in
order to build?  The carbon sink in Old Growth can't balance new planting.

How does the above contribute to a sustainable
climate?

Lastly my most egregious concern as a mother and a grandmother is for the safety and welfare
of the children. Watching them walk to school, past this property, and hearing them playing at
recess is a bright spot in my life. Imagining the additional traffic due to 83 units being built in
a community without sidewalks, endangering children, leaves me speechless. We were
considering moving our grandchildren here to enter the Guerneville school, but are currently



rethinking the decision. The thought of safely walking to school or being evacuated during a
flood is of grave concern. Studies show the negative effect of emotional toxic stress
(experienced during a flood) impacts our health especially in children.

I ask what the county plans to do to protect our children?The children that may live in the
proposed property, will they be informed of the many times Fife Creek currently floods? That
in the past children were carried to safety from the school during one of the many  floods?
This toxic stress will affect their lives hence forward. I ask that you take into consideration the
risk to the community this build will cause and keep all out of harm's way for the greater good.
With gratitude Jaye Griffiths   14800 Armstrong Woods rd,



THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
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From: JOYCE BEVINS
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: (Final EIR) Co. of So. 6th Cycle Housing Element, Permit So.. Fille No. PLP20-0018
Date: Monday, July 10, 2023 9:28:20 AM

EXTERNAL

Sonoma County Planning Commission
My family and I have lived here since 1948 and there still are no major grocery stores
on the west side of Hwy. l0l from Moorland Ave. The nearest access is Target, Trader
Joe's, Smart & Final, or Costco on Santa Rosa Ave.
How am I going to get there if I can't drive. Owning an automobile is critical. My sight
is obstructed by cataracts and now I am in a dilemma as how to obtain food and
transportation to stores and medical attention.
Consider people of all income levels that would be living on the west side of the
freeway; they would have the same problem!
PLEASE consider this fact when deciding to OK or NOT, this project!
PS: Why didn't I get the notice of Public Hearing on July 13 at 1:05 P.M. as a home
owner????
Bevins, Joyce L. Tr.
3360 Moorland Ave.
Santa Rosa, Ca. 95407-7811
043-152-042-000

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
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From: Paul Paddock <paulpaddock@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, July 10, 2023 7:33 PM
To: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: REQUEST TO REMOVE PARCEL FOR-4 FROM CONSIDERATION FOR REZONING

EXTERNAL

Hi Greg, 

I own APN 083-073-010, referred to as Parcel FOR-4 in the EIR the County is doing for its Housing
Element update. You may be familiar with it, since you said at a previous meeting, that you had visited a
number of the sites recommended for rezoning, and had reservations about the location and
characteristics of some of the parcels. 

During the Planning Commission's recent meeting regarding the EIR, and in correspondence I sent to Mr.
Gage, I indicated that the maximum density proposed for my property seemed clearly inappropriate. It
would be inconsistent with surrounding parcel densities, and create the potential for significant traffic, and
neighborhood changing impacts. 

The most significant site specific challenge is access via a long, narrow, one lane easement. This is the
only ingress and egress, and having 60 or 70 households trying to evacuate in the event of a fire or other
disaster would be challenging to say the least. 

There are also issues regarding underlying soil conditions. During the winter months, heavy rains
percolate through the sandy loam topsoil, until reaching an impervious layer of heavy clay. At this point,
the water can no longer move downward, and the topsoil and clay become saturated to the point that in
many places water pumps from the ground. I can't imagine that a large, two or three story structure would
work in such unstable conditions without major    

My neighbors have expressed serious concerns about the proposed density increase. They don't support
it, and neither do I. 

It is unfortunate, that my willingness to consider some increase in density, would trigger consideration of
such a dramatic step-up in density. If I misunderstood the original outreach from the County, I apologize.

mailto:paulpaddock@sbcglobal.net
mailto:Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org


 
With that said, I am sensitive to the County's need to demonstrate its commitment to increase housing
opportunities throughout the County. I may be supportive of a density increase that would be more
compatible with my immediate neighborhood, community, and site conditions.
 
I would welcome the opportunity to discuss this with you. Please call me if you have questions about my
parcel, or my feelings regarding the proposed rezoning.
 
I would be grateful, if you would enter this letter into the record.
 
Thank you, 
 
Paul Paddock
707 450-5759
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From: Eric Gage
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: Contact Us Form Submission
Date: Monday, July 10, 2023 4:18:02 PM
Attachments: ~WRD2048.jpg

Public Comment
Sincerely,
Eric Gage
Planner III
             

Contact Us Form Submission
Warning: This email was generated from a public form. Check carefully. If the
content of this email seems suspicious, do not click any web links in this
email. Never give out your user ID or password.

Summary
Subject: Notice of Planning Commission Hearing 7-13-23

Message:

7-9-23 Dear Supervisor Coursey, I am the property owner at 133 West Robles
Ave 95407, in your District, and have lived there for 33 years. I am writing to you
about the written Notice that I received about the upcoming Hearing before the
County Planning Commission regarding changes to zoning of parcels in the
County. The parcel that is near my property is at 3427 Moorland Avenue. It is
proposed to be rezoned for high density housing, which is totally out of character
compared to the other parcels in the area. I and many neighbors will be
submitting comments to the email address at Permit Sonoma, but I wanted to
contact you directly about 3 important issues related to how the public was
informed out this important Hearing. 1. The Notice states that &ldquo;comments
received at least 10 days prior to the hearing will be included in the staff
report&rdquo;; However the letter was sent on July 3rd, 10 days before the July
13th hearing, with the 4th of July Federal Holiday the very next day, so it was
impossible for anyone to receive the letter, and submit a comment 10 days prior.
2. I have spoken to many of my immediate neighbors, and none of them
received the notice in the mail. [I have had to do the job of informing them and
providing them with copies of the Notice.] I did speak with Eric Gage at Permit
Sonoma about this, and he told me that they did not send the letter to every
single resident near the parcel in question. 3. This Neighborhood, with Andy

mailto:Eric.Gage@sonoma-county.org
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Lopez Unity Park at it&rsquo;s center is home to many residents, [perhaps the
majority], that speak Spanish as their primary language. This Notice is written
only in English. Given the 3 above facts, it seems like this process to solicit
comments, was designed for failure, and flawed from the start. This proposed
rezoning could potentially have a significant negative impact on our peaceful
rural residential neighborhood. Please consider these important points. Can you
please respond to me about my concerns. Thank you for your hard work in our
District! Rick Behrens, 133 West Robles Ave, Santa Rosa, CA 95407
rickabehr@gmail.com

Name: Rick Behrens
Email: rickabehr@gmail.com
Home Phone: 707 292-2367
Cell Phone: 707 292-2367
Work Phone:

Address:
133 West Robles Ave.
Santa Rosa, CA 95407

Sent From Page: https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/administrative-support-and-fiscal-
services/board-of-supervisors/supervisorial-districts/board-of-supervisors-district-
3/contact-us
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From: Ritesh Tandon
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Cc: Ritesh Tandon; Tandon Ritesh
Subject: Proposed Zoning - Brooks Avenue - Not acceptable for
Date: Monday, July 10, 2023 4:57:15 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am Ritesh Tandon, the owner of 3526 Brooks Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA. I recently received a
letter regarding the intent to rezone three properties on my lane. The properties in question are:

3525 Brooks Avenue (APN: 134-132-057)
3569 Brooks Avenue (APN: 134-132-056)
3509 Brooks Avenue (APN: 134-132-034)
I have been waiting for a rezoning decision for over 12 years as I have plans to build 2-3
bedroom housing on my property. However, I am surprised to see that only these three
properties will be individually rezoned, while others will remain unaffected. I believe this is
highly unfair.

I strongly object to the proposed change in zoning for only three properties. My
recommendation is to either change the zoning of all properties on the lane or none at all.
Moving forward with the rezoning for only a select few properties would be unjust to other
buildings and landowners in the area.

I kindly request that all properties on the lane be made eligible for rezoning or that no
properties be rezoned at all.

Regrettably, I will be out of town on the 12th, I cannot attend in person. Considering that the
letter I received is less than 10 days back, I have limited time to address the matter.

I trust that you will uphold fairness and justice for all landowners, rather than favoring only
three properties for rezoning. If the rezoning decision proceeds solely for those three
properties, I want to make it clear that I will persistently pursue my rights and take necessary
actions.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
Ritesh Tandon
Congressional Candidate District 17
www.tandonforcongress.com
408 623 2623 (cell)
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From: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 8:49 AM
To: Scott Orr <Scott.Orr@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Fw: July 2023 Draft of the Forestville Housing Element and Final EIR

fyi

From: Sue Zaharoff <sue.zaharoff@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, July 10, 2023 5:19 PM
To: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org>; Caitlin Cornwall <Caitlin.Cornwall@sonoma-
county.org>; Larry Reed <Larry.Reed@sonoma-county.org>; Pat Gilardi <Pat.Gilardi@sonoma-
county.org>; Evan Wiig <Evan.Wiig@sonoma-county.org>; Jacquelynne Ocana
<Jacquelynne.Ocana@sonoma-county.org>; Kevin Deas <Kevin.Deas@sonoma-county.org>; Shaun
McCaffery <Shaun.McCaffery@sonoma-county.org>; Eric Koenigshofer
<Eric.Koenigshofer@sonoma-county.org>
Cc: Lynda Hopkins <Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: July 2023 Draft of the Forestville Housing Element and Final EIR

EXTERNAL

Monday July 10, 2023

Dear Planning Commissioners,

We are residents of Forestville. We reviewed the subject documents and find it to be
acceptable.  The changes and improvements made are consistent with the majority of
comments made by our county residents. Therefore we find the subject draft
acceptable for advancement for your and County Supervisors’ consideration and
appproval.   

Please approve the July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element and Final EIR as written
by Staff including the removal of the FOR-2, FOR-5 and FOR-6 sites.

Your truly,
Susan Zaharoff
6875 Nolan Road
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Forestville, CA 95436
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From: Eric Gage
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element and Final EIR
Date: Monday, July 10, 2023 11:24:53 AM

From: tpdellinger@comcast.net <tpdellinger@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 9, 2023 12:28 PM
To: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org>; Caitlin Cornwall <Caitlin.Cornwall@sonoma-
county.org>; Larry Reed <Larry.Reed@sonoma-county.org>; Pat Gilardi <Pat.Gilardi@sonoma-
county.org>; Evan Wiig <Evan.Wiig@sonoma-county.org>; Jacquelynne Ocana
<Jacquelynne.Ocana@sonoma-county.org>; Kevin Deas <Kevin.Deas@sonoma-county.org>; Shaun
McCaffery <Shaun.McCaffery@sonoma-county.org>; Eric Koenigshofer
<Eric.Koenigshofer@sonoma-county.org>
Cc: Lynda Hopkins <Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org>; 'Sue Zaharoff'
<sue.zaharoff@comcast.net>; dsnorthern@sbcglobal.net <dsnorthern@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element and Final EIR

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commissioners,
We are residents of Forestville. We reviewed the subject documents and find it to our
liking. Most importantly, the changes and improvements made are consistent with the
majority of comments made by county residents. Therefore we find the subject draft
acceptable for advancement for your and County Supervisors’ consideration.
Please approve the July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element and Final EIR as written
by Staff including the removal of the FOR-2, FOR-5 and FOR-6 sites.
Your truly,
Tim and Kathy Dellinger
135 Nolan Ct.
Forestville, CA 95436
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Comments to the Planning Commission from Victor Hipkiss on the Adoption Draft Housing Element as of 6-28-23 Markup









Knowing full well I run the risk of being labeled by our current divisive society as a NIMBY, I feel it is important to comment on the Hanna Boys Center proposed Multi Use Housing Development included in the Housing Element as a ‘pipeline project’



This is not a housing development.  Instead it is a project by a California nonprofit religious corporation to convert agricultural real-estate into an income generating resource funding their newly advertised services to the County and beyond.  Second, it is being submitted by  Hanna as a housing development to gain a fast track and limited approval process under the Housing Crisis Act of 2019 (SB330).



My concern is the County Planning Process is blind to the real purpose of this major project due to them also being tasked with meeting the States demand to generate housing.  As a result, future major impacts on Sonoma Valley will not be properly reviewed because of the overriding goal to meet the State demand.



Why do I have this perception?



1. The Hanna project was listed in the December 2022 Draft Housing Element submitted to the State before any documented application, reviewable by the public, was submitted to the County

2. The project defined in Hanna’s Preliminary Application of April 21, 2023, reviewable by the public, is in fact inconsistent with the County’s General Plan and zoning. The project’s  parcel Land Use designation is PQP (Public, Quasi- Public)

3. The County’s General Plan is the foundation for all zoning and land-use decisions in unincorporated areas of the County. The General Plan can be viewed as the Land Use constitution and zoning as the laws implementing the constitution. Public, Quasi-Public Land is set aside for public uses, not income generating uses.



 

In section 3.2, Entitled and Proposed Developments of the Adoption Draft Housing Element it states:



“Units in pipeline projects in the process of obtaining permits can be counted towards the County’s share of the RHNA if it can be demonstrated that the units will  be built by the end of the 6thCycle planning period (between 2023 and 2031)”



The Hanna Project must be removed as a ‘pipeline project’ because it can only be built if there is a change to the County General Plan and Hanna creates a ‘for profit’ subsidiary to carry out the taxable activates of the proposed development.

[bookmark: _GoBack]
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6-28-23 Markup

Knowing full well I run the risk of being labeled by our current divisive society as a NIMBY, I feel it is 
important to comment on the Hanna Boys Center proposed Multi Use Housing Development included in 
the Housing Element as a ‘pipeline project’ 

This is not a housing development.  Instead it is a project by a California nonprofit religious corporation 
to convert agricultural real-estate into an income generating resource funding their newly advertised 
services to the County and beyond.  Second, it is being submitted by  Hanna as a housing development 
to gain a fast track and limited approval process under the Housing Crisis Act of 2019 (SB330). 

My concern is the County Planning Process is blind to the real purpose of this major project due to them 
also being tasked with meeting the States demand to generate housing.  As a result, future major 
impacts on Sonoma Valley will not be properly reviewed because of the overriding goal to meet the 
State demand. 

Why do I have this perception? 

1. The Hanna project was listed in the December 2022 Draft Housing Element submitted to the
State before any documented application, reviewable by the public, was submitted to the
County

2. The project defined in Hanna’s Preliminary Application of April 21, 2023, reviewable by the
public, is in fact inconsistent with the County’s General Plan and zoning. The project’s  parcel
Land Use designation is PQP (Public, Quasi- Public)

3. The County’s General Plan is the foundation for all zoning and land-use decisions in
unincorporated areas of the County. The General Plan can be viewed as the Land Use
constitution and zoning as the laws implementing the constitution. Public, Quasi-Public Land is
set aside for public uses, not income generating uses.

In section 3.2, Entitled and Proposed Developments of the Adoption Draft Housing Element it states: 

“Units in pipeline projects in the process of obtaining permits can be counted towards the County’s 
share of the RHNA if it can be demonstrated that the units will  be built by the end of the 6thCycle 
planning period (between 2023 and 2031)” 

The Hanna Project must be removed as a ‘pipeline project’ because it can only be built if there is a 
change to the County General Plan and Hanna creates a ‘for profit’ subsidiary to carry out the taxable 
activates of the proposed development. 



From: Valerie Pistole
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Comments to Planning Commission meeting agenda on Hanna July 13th
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 4:51:26 PM
Attachments: Hanna comments.docx

EXTERNAL

Please see my comments to the Hanna Agenda item on July 13th.  Because of my husband's
health situation, I am unable to attend the meeting inperson.

-- 
Valerie Pistole

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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[bookmark: _GoBack]I have lived in Sonoma Valley 46 years and have not commented on proposed development in the Valley for over 40 years.  However, given the magnitude of the Hanna project, following on the heels of the SDC project, I will address the one before the Planning Commission at this time.  I have grave concerns and would like to register my opposition to the following components of the Housing Element Update of the Hanna parcel package:

1. Adoption of the Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle (2023-2031) and repeal of existing 2014 Housing Element (General Plan Amendment)

2. Amendments to the General Plan land use designations on up to 43 parcels (Amendments to General Plan Land Use Map)

3. Amendments to zoning on up to 55 sites to allow increased residential development

4. Amendments to text of Sonoma County Code Chapter 26 (Zoning Code) making limited technical corrections needed at adoption of the 6th Cycle Housing Element

The inclusion of the Hanna parcel in the Housing Element should be reconsidered in view of the fact that the issue has not been fully vetted.  Specifically:

· in Paragraph 2.6.3, the Housing Element Update Draft EIR mentions 79 sites in Sonoma County that would satisfy the state imposed RHNA.  Four of the 79 sites in the Housing Element Update Draft EIR are in the area called Agua Caliente.  None of the four are the Hanna site.  I have been unable to identify any mention of the Hanna site or project in the Draft EIR.

· The Housing Element Review Draft (December 2022) also does not mention the Hanna site or project and states that Area 9 (Sonoma Valley) has a total Realistic Unit Capacity of 280 units.

· It is completely unfair to place the majority of the RHNA burden on Sonoma Valley, forever altering life for residents there.  Hanna represents 668 of the 1,253 or 52.9% of the County "Pipeline."  Sonoma Valley Projects including Hanna represent 868 or 68.7% of the Pipeline.  While this might be the most expedient resolution for the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors, it is unfair to the residents of the entire County.

Sonoma Valley has insufficient infrastructure, jobs and services to accommodate the many thousands of residents contemplated in the current Housing Element.  Neither the existing residents – nor the potential additional residents – will be served by the Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle.  Nearly all of those new residents will have to drive long distances to get to their jobs and services.   In addition, the overwhelming majority of the roads in Sonoma Valley are two-lane roads, presenting significant evacuation concerns. The Hanna site is literally across the street from Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, making evacuations even more difficult and dangerous.  Seniors are the highest risk-group during fire evacuation, yet the Hanna site is being considered for a senior living facility.

Adoption of the proposed Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle at this time is premature, at best.  





I have lived in Sonoma Valley 46 years and have not commented on proposed development 
in the Valley for over 40 years.  However, given the magnitude of the Hanna project, 
following on the heels of the SDC project, I will address the one before the Planning 
Commission at this time.  I have grave concerns and would like to register my opposition to 
the following components of the Housing Element Update of the Hanna parcel package: 

1. Adoption of the Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle (2023-2031) 
and repeal of existing 2014 Housing Element (General Plan Amendment) 

2. Amendments to the General Plan land use designations on up to 43 parcels 
(Amendments to General Plan Land Use Map) 

3. Amendments to zoning on up to 55 sites to allow increased residential development 
4. Amendments to text of Sonoma County Code Chapter 26 (Zoning Code) making 

limited technical corrections needed at adoption of the 6th Cycle Housing Element 

The inclusion of the Hanna parcel in the Housing Element should be reconsidered in view 
of the fact that the issue has not been fully vetted.  Specifically: 

• in Paragraph 2.6.3, the Housing Element Update Draft EIR mentions 79 sites in 
Sonoma County that would satisfy the state imposed RHNA.  Four of the 79 sites in 
the Housing Element Update Draft EIR are in the area called Agua Caliente.  None 
of the four are the Hanna site.  I have been unable to identify any mention of the 
Hanna site or project in the Draft EIR. 

• The Housing Element Review Draft (December 2022) also does not mention the 
Hanna site or project and states that Area 9 (Sonoma Valley) has a total Realistic 
Unit Capacity of 280 units. 

• It is completely unfair to place the majority of the RHNA burden on Sonoma Valley, 
forever altering life for residents there.  Hanna represents 668 of the 1,253 or 52.9% 
of the County "Pipeline."  Sonoma Valley Projects including Hanna represent 868 or 
68.7% of the Pipeline.  While this might be the most expedient resolution for the 
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors, it is unfair to the residents of 
the entire County. 

Sonoma Valley has insufficient infrastructure, jobs and services to accommodate the many 
thousands of residents contemplated in the current Housing Element.  Neither the existing 
residents – nor the potential additional residents – will be served by the Housing Element 
for the 6th Housing Element Cycle.  Nearly all of those new residents will have to drive long 
distances to get to their jobs and services.   In addition, the overwhelming majority of the 
roads in Sonoma Valley are two-lane roads, presenting significant evacuation concerns. The 
Hanna site is literally across the street from Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, making 
evacuations even more difficult and dangerous.  Seniors are the highest risk-group during 
fire evacuation, yet the Hanna site is being considered for a senior living facility. 

Adoption of the proposed Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle at this time 
is premature, at best.   

 



Fred Allebach
4/12/23
The Green Checkmate revisited. The anatomy of Sonoma County and blue state housing 
inequity   

Abstract
Unincorporated zoning and community separators have in many cases made it impossible for 
lower-income renters/ community members to ever live in tax credit high and highest resource 
opportunity areas. Community separators and low-density zoning have a raci

-
 
Community separators have created and locked in islands of poverty in Sonoma Valley while 

Liberal County property owners, mostly white, 
while intending to save the environment and protect low-density suburban character, create the 
Green Checkmate, a perfect st . 
 

unincorporated Sonoma Valley
need to be found in all USA and USA-adjacent areas, through a combo of extension of services, 

For new housi

 
Long-term, a Sonoma Valley urban core is needed. A  of the full Springs USA 

governmen  
 
Intro and discussion 

separators, with the intent of showing how lower-
disenfranchised by City and County  by land use rules and 

 
 
Accompanying maps will illustrate the points made. 
 

inventory, and to Sonoma Valley Collabora
housing in “already developed land” means? 
 
All working class residents (below 60% AMI in Low and Very Low-income categories) have been 
marginalized and housing cost burdened by excessive environmental prot
on land use in Sonoma Valley.  in



Tract 1503.05 and adjacent Block Groups, bc it is large, has the most needs, and 
as a discreet cohort. 

What is community separator law? 
Sonoma County in 2008 and then expanded in 2016, like 

the Sonoma UGB (urban growth boundary), by an 80% voter approved margin. The law* is 
ter. In separator areas, any increase 

in density or intensity of land use is prevented .   
 
Who votes? 
In the 1st 

if community separator changes could be voted on by District or if the vote 
would have to be County-wide?

Census Tract 1503.05
M
Tract-level view. Tract demography is the usual basis f  
Tract 1503.05 is the core area of unincorporated, lower-  and has 
one of the lowest Human Development Index ngs in the County. The Tract is made up of four 
Block Groups, with the bu  

Land use and equity problem: Part of the Tract 1503.05,
membership in the Springs lower-
community) but this membership in BG1 is 
housing by the terms of community separator law. This BG1 has started to gentrify and is a TCAC 

which will mean eventual displace
here. 

How can the lower-income DUCs take advantage of Sonoma Valley higher resource 

separators?   
 
Block Group 1 of Tract 1503.05  
BG1 is at the northern end of Tract 1503.05 and is located between Agua Caliente  and 

, and between Sonoma Creek and Hwy 12. BG1 has most of its area outside the 
Sonoma Valley urban service area (USA) and is also a community separator and a scenic 
landscape unit and .   
 
BG1 median household income or MHI.  
 
BG1 is zoned LIA (land intensive agriculture) and DA (diverse agriculture.) The community 
separator is all DA zoned. The scenic landscape unit is zoned LIA. BG1 goes down to Agua 
Caliente  where on the north side of Agua Caliente it is zoned  (medium and 
high-  -family, over-  



To north of Agua Caliente in BG1 t , low-density-zoned neighborhood with 
many newly remodeled, expensive homes.

Otherwise, BG1, is locked in all around by 
and community separators. -ways by the same lower-income 

 the rest of Tract 1503.05.
 

BG3 . has no community separators. BG3: 
.   

 
Madrone Rd.  

a is area sits in a combo of BG1 of 

to the west. Surrounding land use  
-ways by the same lower-

 
 

crea
community of interest together. If this was a land use chess game, white property owners with 

t scenic, low-
density land for themselves and low-
dense, crowded spaces. 
 

community separators 
-

density-zoned whites.  
 
A  emerges here to work not at Tract but at BG level

es. uch  work to dig into Block Group-
   

 
If a Tract is the -

area? munity 

values.  
 
It seems once again, green- -
controls.  
 



BG1 of Tract 1503.05 is an area appropriate for on-site farmworker housing, but this would be 
prevented because any increased density and intensity of use is disallowed by the community 
separator law.
 
This is all clearly a land use values power play where community separators, which are centered 

in a 
 “sprawl” and “growth”, i.e., preserving white propert-owning 

character and scale, well-meaning liberal whites, under the banner 

Sonoma Valley th  are   

 

 
addresses S

-income community of interest needs a boost. Zoning needs to be upped. 
Infrastructure services need to be extended into USA-adjacent areas so as to reduce islands and 

opened up to larger scales so as to include and not exclude Valley working class residents who 
need housing at the 60% AMI level and below.    
 
Hanna Center and Hanna project sites  
The Hanna Center and project site are in BG2 of Tract 1503.03 and is zoned PF
District. This BG 1 is  

. This BG1 is part of a larger Sonoma Mtn/ west of Arnold Tract that is very wealthy, 
white and a  This is a perfect area to integrate and 
address Sonoma V  

By being in a , the Hanna project area is perfect for 
AFFH  on with lower-income housing. The Hanna 
project site is in the USA and not in a community separator or a scenic landscape unit.  
 
Land use  that seek to protect  
a wealthy status quo that segregates socio- , do not apply to the Hanna 
project site. For allowed-land use, the Hanna project site is appropriate for upzoning and for 

 
 
From an equity standpoint, provided it includes a strong percent of deed-restricted lower 

, the Hanna project could 
poverty in BG3 of Tract 1503.05 and BG1 of Tract 1503.04  Dense, equity-

.   
 
BG1 of immediately south of Hanna project site 



BG1: 

BG3

The majority of Glen Ellen 2. Downtown is LC (limited commercial), K (rec and 
visitor-serving commercial/ hotels) along Hwy 12 and Warm Springs. 
 
Glen Ellen is 81% white with , how to get more , 

 there?  Somehow it does not seem fair that such a small area, 

 
 
With 5000- -

-level housing equity issues, the 
Valley needs a pressure relief valve for housing. SDC and Hanna are the valves. The Springs USA 
is already too den . AFFH calls for higher resource opportunity areas 
to take more dense housing of all types.  
 

 
When we look at the Census data and TCAC 
and then see where there are community separators and a preponderance of low-density 

This amounts to green exclusionary zoning.  
 

 
The Sonoma Valley urban service area is smaller and not equal in size to the full VOMWD (Valley 
of the Moon Water District) and City water service areas. VOMWD and City water both serve a 
much larger area than the formal USA. 

 size as the USA but a has Temelec and other 
areas trending toward the treatment plant on 8th East. 

- . This 
community, from an MHI standpoint, is a legit DUC island because of so many seniors living on 

 Temelec  from
the current USA.

Community separators have created and locked in islands of poverty in Sonoma Valley while 
 



Zoning, community separators, and the formal USA all add up to put an inordinate emphasis on 

Land use controls advanced by primarily white property owners, who are heavily registered to 

 

Visuals are trumping societal diversity. Social community character, i.e. class and racial diversity, 

Why are lower-income in BG1 of Tract 1503.05 classed as protected 
open space? 
In Sonoma Valley a low-income DUC, a disadvantaged unincorporated community, is 
living in a Census Block Group classed as “rural open space and ag land.” This social is 
being erased in a low-density, green-protected area so as to maintain the visual, scenic 

ty, under the guise of ng “sprawl.” 
 

community, why is it also part-  of 
 

 
Herein is a racist aspect to Sonoma Valley community separator and scenic 
When the community separator  not realized 
what was at stake and had the wool pulled over their eyes by green/ rural character-
whites. In any event, 1st District and Sonoma Valley whites vote and are registered to vote by 

- t the 
ballot box. 

Thus,  1st District 
supervisor, to put their interests as equal to that of whites, seems doomed to failure. This leaves 
state housing equity laws, AFFH, and the County Housing Element and County Land Use 
Element as the only recourse for equitable housing and to comb
Sonoma Valley.

References and Appendix

* 
“The Community Separators 

General Pl -0808 and General 
Plan Amendment 16-  
 



“The broad purpose of the Sonoma County General Plan is to express policies which will guide 
decisions on 
manner consistent with the goals and quality of life desired by the county's residents. Under 

, zoning, 
subdivisions, public agency projects and other decisions must be consistent with the general 
plan.” 

“The community separators element assists in identifying areas that preserve the visual 
identities of communities by maintaining open space areas between cities and communities. 
These areas need to remain open or retain a rural character in order to avoid corridor-style 
urbanization.”  

“Therefore, the community separators function as rural open space to separate cities and other 
communities, contain urban development, and to provide city and community identity by 
providing visual relief from continuous urbanization. Although community separators are rural 
areas that have open space characteristics, many of these areas are also scenic. The lands 
within community separators are frequently subject to pressure for development because they 
are close to developed areas and major roads.” 

 
“In order to preserve rural open space and agricultural land, maintain
prevent sprawl, shall the "Community  adopted to amend 
the Sonoma County General Plan to require voter approval of changes to the General Plan that 
increase the allowed density or intensity of development within 
December 31, 2036…” 
  
RHNA and the Green Checkmate 
When the County Housing Element and S  go looking for possible 

current land use is a strategic blocking  any chances of growth outward from the Sonoma 
Valley urban core.   

The County has a 6th cycl
have a site inventory in unincorporated areas, mostly in urban service areas or USAs of which 
the County has 12.  
 
This 4000 number is a lot higher than the 5th cycle and represents the state and ABAG planning 

 Whatever anyone 
o doubt that there is a housing crisis here, especially for 

Low and Lower-income residents. For a Board of Supervisors 



protections be of effective landlord lobbying($), this only leaves preservation and production of 
affordable housing as options. 

Those buying into the smart growth meme want all dense infill to be in cities near services and 
major transit routes, to protect open space and ag lands, to preserve visual character, and to cut 
down on transportation greenhouse gas emissions. On the other side of the coin, a pervasive 
NIMBYism prevents dense housing in established low -density-zoned City areas. This is the Green 
Checkmate The upshot is a serious housing crisis where new building except market rate is 
prevented in all directions.  
 
Sonoma Valley has a possible Hanna Center project with 600+ units, many (exact number TBA) 
affordable to lower -income residents. This project is in a USA and would go a long way to 
satisfying the County's 6 th cycle RHNA. 

TCAC, tax credit financing 
CA state tax credit policy link

Tax credit financing has been a way for the wealthy to possibly benefit society by investing in 
lower income Census Tract areas. Tract 1503.05 is such an “Economic Opportunity Zone.” Tax 
credit financing  in general precedes any measures the Trump administration put in in 2017. 

For the purposes of Sonoma Valley planning, tax credit maps show where the highest areas of 
affluence are, and that these areas are creeping in from the low -density, green-protected 
margins and inflating housing costs and cost burdens in the core urban area. 

The Springs area, Tract 1503.05 and adjacent Block Groups, have taken a disproportionate 
amount of lower-income dense infill. At this point it is incumbent on the City and for available 
USA areas to take more of the same.  



From: Judith Weller
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Proposed low income workforce housing Forestville
Date: Tuesday, May 30, 2023 11:07:11 AM

EXTERNAL

To whom it may concern,
I join with many others to express my understanding for the need for affordable, accessible housing
in the Forestville area. However, I am opposed to this project for the following reasons including
but not limited to,
Emergency evacuations: During the last two fire evacuations, it was bumper to bumper traffic on
River Rd., Front St in Forestville, Hwy 116, Hwy 101 and Hwy 12. All routes we and hundreds of
thousands of others used.
Parking and public services: During the summer vacation months, crowds come to enjoy the river.
There are very limited to nonexistent services. Our local neighborhood streets are packed with
illegally parked vehicles. Many of these folks use the bushes along the river and on our small
neighborhood streets as toilets and leave heaps of garbage. Adding thousands of new residents their
family and friends to the influx of the out of area folks just seems like a bad idea.
Emergency services: We have only one fire station in Forestville.
More often than not, our Sheriffs can't even respond to many of the calls they receive.
Local Grocery store: We have one market situated well away from the downtown Forestville area. It
is NOT within walking distance of town. And the parking for this market requires negotiating the
high-speed traffic on Mirabel rd.
Medial services: I'm not sure that we even have a clinic or doctor's office at this point.
Please scale this project way down or table it for the time being. Please don't put more
pressure on our River communities than they currently have! The Forestville town and
environs are not an appropriate location for this project.
Thank you for your consideration.

Judith Farina

11540 Sunnyside Ave. Forestville, CA 95436

Sent from Mail for Windows
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From: Eric Gage
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: July 2023 Draft of the Forestville Housing Element and Final EIR
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 9:22:22 AM

From: Sue Zaharoff <sue.zaharoff@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, July 10, 2023 5:19 PM
To: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org>; Caitlin Cornwall <Caitlin.Cornwall@sonoma-
county.org>; Larry Reed <Larry.Reed@sonoma-county.org>; Pat Gilardi <Pat.Gilardi@sonoma-
county.org>; Evan Wiig <Evan.Wiig@sonoma-county.org>; Jacquelynne Ocana
<Jacquelynne.Ocana@sonoma-county.org>; Kevin Deas <Kevin.Deas@sonoma-county.org>; Shaun
McCaffery <Shaun.McCaffery@sonoma-county.org>; Eric Koenigshofer
<Eric.Koenigshofer@sonoma-county.org>
Cc: Lynda Hopkins <Lynda.Hopkins@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: July 2023 Draft of the Forestville Housing Element and Final EIR

EXTERNAL

Monday July 10, 2023
Dear Planning Commissioners,
We are residents of Forestville. We reviewed the subject documents and find it to be
acceptable. The changes and improvements made are consistent with the majority of
comments made by our county residents. Therefore we find the subject draft
acceptable for advancement for your and County Supervisors’ consideration and
appproval.
Please approve the July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element and Final EIR as written
by Staff including the removal of the FOR-2, FOR-5 and FOR-6 sites.
Your truly,
Susan Zaharoff
6875 Nolan Road
Forestville, CA 95436
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From: Bonnie
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: County of Sonoma 6th cycle housing element. File no PLP20-00018
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 3:45:26 PM

EXTERNAL

We are writing to voice opposition to the proposed plan to increase density from 4 to 20 units per acre. Our roads
are mostly one lane. These changes would present a  danger especially in event of evacuations related to wildfires
which have occurred twice in the last five years. In addition this is a rural community and this proposal level of
density would substantially alter the community character.
Thank you for your consideration.
Bonnie Smith
Gary Digman

Cc:  Lynda Hopkins

Sent from my iPhone

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
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From: Ctwiley
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Hanna Center Project in Sonoma
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 6:20:18 PM

EXTERNAL

I am hoping to attend the meeting but meanwhile, I am writing to voice my concerns and
register my absolute opposition to the following components of the Housing Element
Update package:

111Adoption of the Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle (2023-2031)
and repeal of existing 2014 Housing Element (General Plan Amendment)

111Amendments to the General Plan land use designations on up to 43 parcels
(Amendments to General Plan Land Use Map)

111Amendments to zoning on up to 55 sites to allow increased residential development
111Amendments to text of Sonoma County Code Chapter 26 (Zoning Code) making

limited technical corrections needed at adoption of the 6th Cycle Housing Element

In particular, I object to the inclusion of the Hanna parcel in the Housing Element
because that issue was never properly presented to the public and has not been fully
vetted.  Specifically:

in Paragraph 2.6.3, the Housing Element Update Draft EIR mentions 79 sites in
Sonoma County that would satisfy the state imposed RHNA.  Four of the 79 sites
in the Housing Element Update Draft EIR are in the area called Agua
Caliente.  None of the four are the Hanna site.  I have been unable to identify any
mention of the Hanna site or project in the Draft EIR.
The Housing Element Review Draft (December 2022) also does not mention the
Hanna site or project and states that Area 9 (Sonoma Valley) has a total Realistic
Unit Capacity of 280 units.
It is completely unfair to place the majority of the RHNA burden on Sonoma
Valley, forever altering life for residents there.  Hanna represents 668 of the
1,253 or 52.9% of the County "Pipeline."  Sonoma Valley Projects including Hanna
represent 868 or 68.7% of the Pipeline.  While this might be the most expedient
resolution for the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors, it is unfair
to the residents of the entire County.

Sonoma Valley has insufficient infrastructure, jobs and services to accommodate the many
thousands of residents contemplated in the current Housing Element.  Neither the
existing residents – nor the potential additional residents – will be served by the Housing
Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle.  Nearly all of those new residents will have
to drive long distances to get to their jobs and services.

In addition, the overwhelming majority of the roads in Sonoma Valley are two-lane roads,
presenting significant evacuation concerns. The Hanna site is literally across the street
from Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, making evacuations even more difficult and
dangerous.  Seniors are the highest risk-group during fire evacuation, yet the Hanna site is

mailto:ctwiley@aol.com
mailto:PlanningAgency@sonoma-county.org


being considered for a senior living facility.  

There is extremely limited public transportation to the Hanna site.

Adoption of the proposed Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle at this
time is premature, at best.  The Planning Commission owes a duty to the residents of
Sonoma County to consider this issue further before making any recommendations to the
Board of Supervisors.

Nancy and Steve Weiler
Margie McKenna 

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
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From: Ellie
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Comments on 3280 Hicks Road Rezoning Proposal
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 3:29:47 PM

EXTERNAL

To whom it may concern:

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed rezoning of:
3280 Hicks Road, (Graton) Sebastopol.
APN: 130-146-003.

This rural neighborhood in Graton can simply not sustain 40 additional homes, their
residents, vehicles, etc. without causing significant environmental damage and
substantial negative consequences to the people who currently call the
neighborhood home.

Many of the small streets that provide access to Hicks Road are barely passable
when two cars approach from opposite directions. If 40+ vehicles were introduced
to the area, the roads simply could not accommodate them. It would result in a
perpetual traffic jam.

The area is entirely rural and most of the existing homes rely on well water.
Placing a development served by well water in the middle of these

properties will set off a series of wells going dry, wells being dug

deeper, and lawsuits from injury to existing homes. A two-acre parcel

with 40 units would extract a minimum of 6,000 gallons a day, drawing

down the local water table and impacting existing residential wells.

Again, I am strongly opposed to rezoning which will allow a high residency

development to be approved at 3280 Hicks Road.

Sincerely yours,

Ellie Chamberlain

3150 Mueller Road

Sebastopol (Graton), CA 95472

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
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From: Fred Wolters
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: planned housing at 16450 Laughlin Rd, Guerneville
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 6:22:30 PM

EXTERNAL

I'm writing to comment re. the planned housing at 16450 Laughlin Rd in Guerneville. I live in the neighborhood, on
Melody Lane.

Laughlin Rd. is a near cul-de-sac, the only other possible exit to Armstong Woods Road being an unpaved (dirt)
single lane road, Valley, that connects to Watson Rd. This means that having a development of 83 units near
Laughlin's intersection with Armstrong Woods Road would create a large "bottleneck" in the event that people
"downstream" need to leave quickly. This part of Guerneville is prone to flooding (more about that below) and is
next to wooded areas where fire danger is high. Many of the residents in the neighborhood are elderly (I,myself, am
80 years old), and,besides the above threats that might require speedy evacuation, may need rapid access to
emergency medical care at times. Access to Guerneville School is also "downstream" from the planned
development, and it seems likely that children being driven to school will occur at the same time that many residents
of the development are leaving for work, causing traffic problems.

The planned development has a creek running through it that periodically floods. Adding rain runoff, which building
83 units would surely do, will only exacerbate flooding. Guernveville School has flooded several times -- one time
in my memory had water four feet high. Not a thing one wants to see children subjected to!

Other problems with this site may not affect me or other residents directly, but should be "red flags" for you. Where
will the new residents find work? Probably in Santa Rosa, a forty minute commute. Does the county really want to
add more traffic to River Road? Does the county care about such an increase in fossil fuel use? Is the sewer system
adequate? If not, how will the county handle that? How about water supply?

I know the county would like to spread new housing around and not have it all be concentrated in Santa Rosa, but,
really, this intended site seems a bad idea for many reasons.

Thank you for your attention,

Fred Wolters

16404 Melody Lane

Guerneville
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From: Ingrid Heilmeier
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Cc: Franky Heilmeier; Albert Mach
Subject: APN130-176-013 - 8525 Graton Rd. Project Opposition
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 7:41:58 PM

EXTERNAL

 

 

  
 

  

  
 

 

  
 

 

 

 

Dear Sirs,

We have received the notification for public hearing on July 13th for the change in zoning from Rural 
Residential to high density Residential.

We are directly affected by the proposed zoning change to adding 20 dwelling units per acre and strongly 
oppose this zoning changes.

1. The traffic now is extremely busy with cars coming from Graton, Forestville, Guerneville and Frei Road, 
stopping at the Hwy 116 intersection. Adding the proposed housing units will further add to traffic 
especially in the mornings and coming home from work traffic.

- This is a scenic route where we are also exposed to heavy traffic on the weekends for trips to the coast 
in addition to the regular traffic.

2. The noise level we are experiencing now is so high that I really don't like to be outside. With even more 
cars driving by, stopping and going at the intersection this will and does have effects on the wellbeing of 
everyone who lives here. Again we are opposing this increase in dwelling units/change in zoning.

3. This neighborhood is on well water. With more housing increasing the demand on water significantly. 
We already have many wineries in this area with extreme use of ground water. Apple orchards use much 
less water but these have been taken out and replaced with grape growing. Again we are extremely 
opposed to the change in zoning.

- One year of significant rain will not change the water situation.

There should be other housing opportunities in Sonoma County where water is provided by the City or 
County and noise and traffic will not have a significant impact on others.

We are saying NO to the rezoning!

This proposed zoning change will also reduce the value of our property significantly.

Thank you,
Ingrid Heilmeier
Albert Mach
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From: Ingrid Heilmeier
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Cc: Franky Heilmeier; Albert Mach
Subject: APN 130-180-079 - 3155 Frei Rd.
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 7:47:05 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Sirs,

We have received the notification for public hearing on July 13th for the change in zoning from Rural 
Residential to High Density Residential.

We are directly affected by the proposed zoning change to adding 20 dwelling units per acre and strongly 
oppose this zoning changes.

1. The traffic now is extremely busy with cars coming from Graton, Forestville, Guerneville and Frei Road, 
stopping at the Hwy 116 intersection. Adding the proposed housing units will further add to traffic 
especially in the mornings and coming home from work traffic.

- This is a scenic route where we are also exposed to heavy traffic on the weekends for trips to the coast 
in addition to the regular traffic.

2. The noise level we are experiencing now is so high that I really don't like to be outside. With even more 
cars driving by, stopping and going at the intersection this will and does have effects on the wellbeing of 
everyone who lives here. Again we are opposing this increase in dwelling units/change in zoning.

3. This neighborhood is on well water. With more housing increasing the demand on water significantly. 
We already have many wineries in this area with extreme use of ground water. Apple orchards use much 
less water but these have been taken out and replaced with grape growing. Again we are extremely 
opposed to the change in zoning.

- One year of significant rain will not change the water situation.

There should be other housing opportunities in Sonoma County where water is provided by the City or 
County and noise and traffic will not have a significant impact on others.

We are saying NO to the rezoning!

This proposed zoning change will also reduce the value of our property significantly.

Thank you,
Ingrid Heilmeier
Albert Mach
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From: Eric Gage
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element and Final EIR
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 8:52:20 AM

From: Jennifer Harris <jennifer.h.swift@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 10, 2023 3:55 PM
To: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org>; Caitlin Cornwall <Caitlin.Cornwall@sonoma-
county.org>; Larry Reed <Larry.Reed@sonoma-county.org>; Pat Gilardi <Pat.Gilardi@sonoma-
county.org>; Evan Wiig <Evan.Wiig@sonoma-county.org>; Jacquelynne Ocana
<Jacquelynne.Ocana@sonoma-county.org>; Kevin Deas <Kevin.Deas@sonoma-county.org>; Shaun
McCaffery <Shaun.McCaffery@sonoma-county.org>; Eric Koenigshofer
<Eric.Koenigshofer@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element and Final EIR
EXTERNAL

Hello,

While I definitely understand the need for more affordable housing, I
was concerned about the initial proposed plan to add what seemed like
an unusually large number very quickly to our tiny town of
Forestville. I am very happy with the current changes and would like
to express to you my support of the staff recommended removal of sites
FOR-2, FOR-5, and FOR-6 and ask you to approve the July 2023 Draft of
the Housing Element and Final EIR.

Thank you very much, and have a good evening,
Jennifer
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From: Jennifer O"Donnell
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Objection to rezoning 3280 Hicks Road
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 7:26:16 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Permit Sonoma,

My family lives adjacent to this 2 acre property and received notification that you are
proposing to rezone from 2 homes per acre to 20 units per acre. Many can argue the
environmental reasons against this rezoning better than I can, so I just want to express the
heartache and financial toll this type of development would personally cause us. This home is
my main source of retirement after working the majority of my career in nonprofits for the
good of Sonoma County. If this rezoning goes through, it would drastically change the rural
character of the neighborhood and significantly devalue our home.

I know we need housing and I could accept rezoning the property to double the capacity to 4
homes per acre if it was found environmentally sound, but not 40. This proposed rezoning is
placing the profit for one landowner over the needs of the other neighbors, our environment
and the character of the community. We are on a private well and I am concerned about the
impact to our well of that much construction and to sustain 40 units, especially since the
County has been warning us about the dangers of increased drought with climate change.

Please come visit the property to see for yourself the loss it would be to this community and
the very apparent lack of infrastructure to support 40 units. There is already very little parking
and no sidewalks. The public bus is unreliable and extremely time consuming for anyone
trying to get into Santa Rosa for services. I strongly disagree with the characterization of it
being highly resourced.

Many of us are just in shock that this rezoning is even being considered. It feels like a cruel
joke and I will be heartbroken if it goes through.

Warm regards,
Jennifer O'Donnell
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Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.

mailto:jenniferodonnell2022@gmail.com
mailto:PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org


From: judith Rousseau
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Cc: Lynda Hopkins
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 5:05:00 PM

EXTERNAL

July 11, 2023
Sonoma County Planning Commission
RE: 3280 Hicks Road, Graton APN 130-146-003
County of Sonoma 6th Cycle Housing Element, Permit Sonoma
File no. PLP20-0018
Dear Commissioners,
I am a home owner/resident on Brush Street in Graton, I’m writing in reference to the
proposed zoning change for 3280 Hicks in Graton, allowing 40 units to be built on 2
acres.
First, the concern over ground water is paramount. Adding a huge new well, or wells
will be a huge impact to the watershed. As you know too well, the drought is not over.
I am constantly aware that our ground water levels are in jeopardy all over the county.
Wells are failing.
The backroads into the area are in poor condition and very narrow. Increased traffic
will impact the condition of the roads, parking and the safety of our children and pets.
The sheer number of houses/ units would change our neighborhead ambience
immensely. Wildlife habitat will be dramatically reduced and nesting birds will be
affected.
Finally, paving a large area on top of the hill where this project would be located, will
increase the chance of flooding on Brush Street. I understand there is an ephemeral
creek that flows on the property. Many of us have already been affected by water
racing down the slope from Hicks Road. My basement has flooded several times.
Of course, I understand the strong need for more housing in the County. But the
dramatic size increase of this proposal seems unwise in this semi-rural area, with no
groundwater monitoring, inadequate road infrastructure and the possibility of
increased flooding.
Thanks for listening
Judith Rousseau
Graton
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From: Kathy Oreilly
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Housing Element and Lack of Required Notice
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 6:24:52 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Sonoma Planners,

I'm writing to inform you that some homeowners here in Santa Rosa did not receive notice
letters about the July 13th meeting. In particular, several hundred homeowners in NW Santa
Rosa did not receive notice about the proposed annexation of 32 acres on Lance Dr @
Guerneville Rd. This Amendment 4b, is proposing 641 apartments on this site. All of the
neighbors need to be made aware of this plan. Please re-schedule the meeting until all notices
go out.

Thank You
Kathleen Oreilly
Westberry Dr
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From: Leslie Comrack
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: proposal to rezone 21413 Geyserville Avenue
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 4:27:20 PM

EXTERNAL

I am a resident of Geyserville for 29 years, and will be directly impacted by the
recommendation to rezone the property listed above, from 4.8 dwelling units per acre to 20
dwelling units per acre. I question the address as provided, which I believe is an occupied
single family dwelling, adjoining a property under development. My concerns will be focused
upon the property under development, which I believe is the actual proposed rezoning location.

This location was previously a single family dwelling with an orchard, which my residence
shared a fence line with. It was a serene and beautiful setting which included a mature live oak
overhanging the fence, and was a specific reason why I purchased my property. I admired
Geyserville’s vision to maintain its agricultural roots, and was proud to become a community
member. When the owner died, the property changed hands through a number of developers to
its current status. As it exists currently, the historical home was moved towards the street, and
was converted to 2 individual apartments. A narrow drive was created to access the area in the
rear, and lots were made available for sale of custom homes. Unfortunately for the developer,
covid and intense inflation in home building supplies made the properties undesirable-- the
timing was bad, with only one unit being sold. A home is in the process of being completed,
with (I believe) 5 lots still available. If I was the owner of that single building under
construction, I would be incensed and furious at this proposal, and would feel like I made my
purchase under false pretenses.

This location was not designed or developed for a high density residential structure. The
ingress is narrow, and completely inappropriate for what would be a steady flow of traffic.
Twenty units would suggest the need for parking for forty vehicles, which would degrade the
quality of life in this neighborhood. I question how this would be accomplished, and can only
conclude that it would create serious negative impacts-- I did not purchase my property to live
next to a parking lot, and all the issues and problems which come with that. My neighborhood
is remarkably quiet, in spite of being near Highway 101, but the marked increase of high
density human impact would alter that completely. I think it is safe to say that my property
would devalue as a result of this change in zoning as well, which makes me justifiably angry. I
am also concerned that the live oak trees, which are a remnant of the old forest in this valley,
would end up dying from roots being paved over, or being cut back mercilessly, which is not
acceptable. The difference between a few single family dwellings and an apartment complex is
night and day, considering the care and commitment of owners versus transient residents who
are less vested in the quality of their home surroundings... this is a terrible thing to do to an
established neighborhood and community.

In practical terms, I would like to point out that Geyserville has had two evacuations in the last
6 years. I think we were able to maintain order and safety because we don't have the access
issues that towns like Paradise had. This project, with its gross increase of vehicular traffic,
creates potential hazards in the ability for people to move about safely. If the County is so
desirous of making high density housing available in Geyserville, immediate access to a
freeway onramp makes a world more sense than in the middle of the town. If this is just an
expedient solution on paper to create more housing while solving a problem for the developer, I
urge you to look at the totality of this proposal, and the very real impacts it will create for
residents who are committed to this community. Please don't take away the charm and
simplicity of my town, and create hodge-podge housing. Please use insight to consider a future
that enriches the residents of Geyserville, and makes us an example of a well-ordered town
instead of a band-aid for housing problems.

mailto:ljcomrack@att.net
mailto:PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org


Thank you for your consideration.

Leslie Comrack
122 Renz Lane
Geyserville, CA
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From: Eric Gage
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: Program 13: Public comment
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 1:39:14 PM
Attachments: Outlook-l3q0s2kk.png

Outlook-5ouwqars.png

From: Marc Deprey <mdeprey@gslc.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 12:32 PM
To: PlanningAgency <PlanningAgency@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Program 13: Public comment

EXTERNAL

The Golden State Land Conservancy currently has 70 projects which protect over 35,000 acres
statewide (15,000 in Sonoma County). Of those projects, we have a significant number of
mitigation projects of all kinds—protected species habitats, public access, open space, and
mitigation banks offering credits for wildlife and endangered plants. GSLC is nationally
accredited by the Land Trust Accreditation Commission, approved to hold mitigation lands by
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and manages several projects for the United
States Army Corps of Engineers and the United States Department of Fish and Game. Our
offices are in Sebastopol.
The centerpiece of our mission is the "...development of creative, forward-looking
conservation solutions." In that spirit, we'd like to remind the Sonoma County Planning
Commission that GSLC is very willing to look at holding conservation easements that would
mitigate for the local impacts of development. We are aware that a planning department may
assume that no competent entity would be willing to hold a mitigation conservation
easement, so they fall back on just requiring a deed restriction. Deed restrictions are not as
enforceable as a conservation easement. Conservation easements protect property in
perpetuity and require annual compliance inspections. Deed restrictions may contain such
requirements but have no on-going enforcement mechanism. Conservation easements were
invented to overcome these deficiencies.
GSLC wants to support local governments who want to mitigate local impacts though
conservation easements by offering our expertise and experience. Please keep GSLC in mind
when considering mitigation requirements for housing projects in Sonoma County.

Marc Deprey

Executive Director

Golden State Land Conservancy
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1151 Gravenstein Hwy South | Sebastopol, CA
95472

P: 707.827.8634 | C: 707.695.7460

E-mail: mdeprey@gslc.us | Web: gslc.us
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From: MarkB
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Moorland Ave and W Robles Rd high density housing
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 4:02:42 PM

EXTERNAL

I am the owner of property on Moorland Avenue and Todd Road. I strenuously object to this
project taking place at this density level. Traffic on Moorland Ave has already become
intolerable at times, and appears to be getting worse, with Moorland Ave beginning to be an
alternative to Hwy 101, at times. I wonder also what affect this density of housing will have
on groundwater absorption and storm water runoff. Already Moorland Ave floods at times,
and the drainage ditches are almost constantly full during rainy times.

Please deny this project until issues are more completely addressed. Thanks you. Mark
Braunstein 3671 Moorland Ave Santa Rosa, CA 95407. 134-111-082-000
MarkB
sunwest@sonic.net
707 584 0801
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From: Matt O"Donnell
To: PermitSonoma-Housing; Eric Gage
Subject: House Element Permit PLP20-0018
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 11:52:18 AM
Attachments: House Element Permit PLP20-0018 3280 Hicks Rd..pdf

EXTERNAL

Please see attached letter.

Thanks,

Matt

-- 
----------------------------------------------
Matt O'Donnell
3220 Hicks Rd.
Sebastopol, CA 95472
(707) 332-9220 (cell)
(707) 528-4654 (home)
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Dear Sonoma County Planning Commission/


I am writing to express my disappointment that the commission did not address any of the
issues I brought up in my previous letter in regards to the rezoning proposal for 3280 Hicks Rd.
The infrastructure of this area simply cannot provide for the number of units being
recommended. The groundwater of the area will be negatively impacted as well as the climate
and rural nature of the area.


Two weeks ago a tree fell on Hicks Rd. and brought down power lines. Two weeks later, this is
the current view of the area with power lines just left in this way. I bring this up to show how
services are treated in this rural area. This is not a urban area as noted in the Housing Element
report.


The roads are too narrow and do not have sidewalks. There is no street parking. The roads are
not maintained. This rezoning will cause further destruction to the infrastructure of the area
negatively impacting all who live in this area.











I urge you to reconsider your recommendation for changing the zoning of this property and look
to areas in downtown Graton (there is a current lot for sale) or at Redwood Marketplace in
Sebastopol as alternatives that are better suited for this type of dense housing.


Thank you for your consideration.


Matt O’Donnell
odmatt@gmail.com







Dear Sonoma County Planning Commission/

I am writing to express my disappointment that the commission did not address any of the
issues I brought up in my previous letter in regards to the rezoning proposal for 3280 Hicks Rd.
The infrastructure of this area simply cannot provide for the number of units being
recommended. The groundwater of the area will be negatively impacted as well as the climate
and rural nature of the area.

Two weeks ago a tree fell on Hicks Rd. and brought down power lines. Two weeks later, this is
the current view of the area with power lines just left in this way. I bring this up to show how
services are treated in this rural area. This is not a urban area as noted in the Housing Element
report.

The roads are too narrow and do not have sidewalks. There is no street parking. The roads are
not maintained. This rezoning will cause further destruction to the infrastructure of the area
negatively impacting all who live in this area.





I urge you to reconsider your recommendation for changing the zoning of this property and look
to areas in downtown Graton (there is a current lot for sale) or at Redwood Marketplace in
Sebastopol as alternatives that are better suited for this type of dense housing.

Thank you for your consideration.

Matt O’Donnell
odmatt@gmail.com



From: Naomi Huffstutter
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Fwd: Reminder: Planning Commission to Consider Sonoma County Housing Element 7/13
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 4:12:43 PM

EXTERNAL

To whom it may concern,

I write today in regard to the potential of a rezoning of APN # 069-270-002 / 16450 Laughlin Road,
Guerneville, CA.

Well knowing the need for affordable housing in the Russian River area, I do not agree that this particular
APN, nor the other two proposed locations are well thought out locations to build homes in the size
proposed.

All three potential locations in Guerneville are accessed beyond a creek that runs along Armstrong Woods
Road, flooding yearly.

All three potential locations are accessed via a two lane road, which is already overly traveled by locals,
and visitors enjoying Armstrong Woods State Reserve.

Please consider other areas that will not negatively affect the safety of our current residents including
myself.

Thank you for your time.

Naomi Smith 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Sonoma County, CA <casonoma@public.govdelivery.com>
Date: Tue, Jul 11, 2023 at 3:30 PM
Subject: Reminder: Planning Commission to Consider Sonoma County Housing Element 7/13
To: <naomihuffstutter@gmail.com>

Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department

At their July 13, 2023 meeting, the Planning Commission will consider whether to recommend that the
Board of Supervisors adopt this version of Sonoma County Draft Housing Element Update and Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).

Public attendees will have an opportunity, during the hearing, to submit live comments. Please refer to the
meeting agenda for instructions on how to attend and participate in the meeting.

Written comments may be submitted to the project email address at permitsonoma-housing@sonoma-
county.org or by mail to Permit Sonoma at the above address. Please submit written comments by July 12, at
5 P.M. Comments will be made available to decision-makers prior to or at the start of the meeting.

Sincerely,

The Housing Element Team
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Please let us know what you think! You can email questions or comments to: HousingInitiatives@sonoma-county.org

For more information, visit the Housing Initiatives website.

Permit Sonoma is introducing a series of housing initiatives designed to reduce constraints and expand opportunities for
housing development. You are receiving this email because you have expressed interest in receiving updates on these
initiatives.
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From: Paul Barbagelata
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: 16450 Laughlin Road, Guerneville -development proposal
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 5:43:43 PM

EXTERNAL

Att: Sonoma county permit/planning

I am a homeowner in the Armstrong Valley residential district in Guerneville, California. It
has come to my attention that Sonoma County is proposing a huge development of many
multi-units on a particular portion of Laughlin Road. I am familiar with this specific parcel,
and I find this proposal to be extremely far-reaching for our neighborhood in various ways.

Our neighborhood is known for its quaintness and tranquility. The number of units being
proposed is excessive, bordering on the ridiculous. While I'm not an engineer, it seems clear
that the access roads for such density are inadequate and irresponsible (especially for fire and
flood).

There are ample opportunities for affordable housing development in the lower Russian River
area, where open space is available. This beautiful stretch of Laughlin Road should not be
destroyed with urban development. Just look what happened to the Western Edition of San
Francisco in the 1960’s (Urban Renewel) They basically destroyed an iconic neighborhood.

Thank you for your time, and I sincerely hope you consider the negative implications of this
project.

Yours truly,

Paul Barbagelata
16471 Watson Road

-- 
PAUL BARBAGELATA c 415.279.3834

paulb@realestatesf.comBROKER ASSOCIATE RealEstateSF.com
Lic# 01043609 NEW Neighborhood Trends

45 West Portal Ave | 2381 Chestnut St

I have not verified any of the information contained in those documents that were prepared by other people. You will never receive wire instructions
or changes to previously provided wire instructions from myself or my team. NEVER WIRE FUNDS PRIOR TO CALLING THE ESCROW OFFICER AT THE
PHONE NUMBER PREVIOUSLY PROVIDED TO YOU.
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From: Eric Gage
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: REQUEST TO REMOVE PARCEL FOR-4 FROM CONSIDERATION FOR REZONING
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 9:23:27 AM

From: Paul Paddock <paulpaddock@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, July 10, 2023 7:33 PM
To: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: REQUEST TO REMOVE PARCEL FOR-4 FROM CONSIDERATION FOR REZONING

EXTERNAL

Hi Greg,
I own APN 083-073-010, referred to as Parcel FOR-4 in the EIR the County is doing for its Housing 
Element update. You may be familiar with it, since you said at a previous meeting, that you had visited a 
number of the sites recommended for rezoning, and had reservations about the location and 
characteristics of some of the parcels.
During the Planning Commission's recent meeting regarding the EIR, and in correspondence I sent to Mr. 
Gage, I indicated that the maximum density proposed for my property seemed clearly inappropriate. It 
would be inconsistent with surrounding parcel densities, and create the potential for significant traffic, and 
neighborhood changing impacts.
The most significant site specific challenge is access via a long, narrow, one lane easement. This is the 
only ingress and egress, and having 60 or 70 households trying to evacuate in the event of a fire or other 
disaster would be challenging to say the least.
There are also issues regarding underlying soil conditions. During the winter months, heavy rains 
percolate through the sandy loam topsoil, until reaching an impervious layer of heavy clay. At this point, 
the water can no longer move downward, and the topsoil and clay become saturated to the point that in 
many places water pumps from the ground. I can't imagine that a large, two or three story structure would 
work in such unstable conditions without major
My neighbors have expressed serious concerns about the proposed density increase. They don't support 
it, and neither do I.
It is unfortunate, that my willingness to consider some increase in density, would trigger consideration of 
such a dramatic step-up in density. If I misunderstood the original outreach from the County, I apologize.
With that said, I am sensitive to the County's need to demonstrate its commitment to increase housing 
opportunities throughout the County. I may be supportive of a density increase that would be more 
compatible with my immediate neighborhood, community, and site conditions.
I would welcome the opportunity to discuss this with you. Please call me if you have questions about my 
parcel, or my feelings regarding the proposed rezoning.
I would be grateful, if you would enter this letter into the record.
Thank you,
Paul Paddock
707 450-5759
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This email, including any attachments, may contain information that is privileged or confidential and is intended only for the
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From: Eric Gage
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: Attn: Eric Gage - PRMD DHE FEIR comments 7-11-23
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 10:22:03 AM
Attachments: PRMD DHE FEIR comments 7-11-23.docx

2002 - 404_Penngrove Sewer Capacity Study.pdf

From: R.S. <skypilot4u2@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 10:16 AM
To: Eric Gage <Eric.Gage@sonoma-county.org>
Cc: Kent Gylfe <kent.gylfe@scwa.ca.gov>
Subject: Attn: Eric Gage - PRMD DHE FEIR comments 7-11-23

EXTERNAL

Hello Eric, attached are all our DHE FEIR comments in a WORD document and the SCWA PSZ

analysis study.

Thanks

Rick Savel

Penngrove Area Plan Advisory Committee, co-chair

P. O. Box 227, Penngrove, CA 94951

Ph# 415-479-4466, no texting

Email: SkyPilot4u2@yahoo.com

The Penngrove Area Plan Advisory Committee (PAPAC) is a community based organization, established in 1984,
dedicated to supporting and advocating for the community of Penngrove Specific Plan goals and policies and the South
County Resource Preservation Committee (SCRPC) community lawsuit settlement agreement with the City of Rohnert
Park.
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Attn: Eric Gage								        7/11/23

Permit Sonoma 

2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, California 95403.

(707) 565-1391

eric.gage@sonoma-county.org

Permit Sonoma Rezoning Housing SItes for Housing Update - FEIR comments

There are 33 years of substantial evidence on the administrative records of reporting capacity limitations and the existence of physical constraints in the PSZ (Penngrove Sanitation Zone) collection system lines  "L", and "P".



The PSZ analysis recommendations have been circulated and relied on for system reviews by multiple agencies including: SCWA, PRMD, Sonoma LAFCo and the city of Petaluma identifying the physical constraints in the PSZ collection system lines.  



The physical constraints identified in the PSZ collection system have restricted higher density land use plan amendments in the PSZ in excess of the existing land use plan.  During the entire 33 year period, no major land use changes have ever been made or considered, in the PSZ, NONE.



The WSS study for the DHE and DEIR notes that: “the agencies serving Geyserville, Guerneville, Larkspur and Penngrove did not provide any system information.”  The WSS Study was a paper study only, and did not include hydraulic model analyses of the sewer systems. The WSS study relied on a 2016 SCWA SSMP i/I water infiltration study that does not identify, recognize or consider the capacity status or the existence of the known physical conditions of the PSZ system in the WSS evaluation.  



At the May 20, 2021 DHE Commission meeting I commented and reported the missing PSZ institutional records in the WSS study and submitted all the missing records with written comments.  At the May 20, 2021 DHE Commission meeting Commissioner Carr also referred to my comments and concerns and requested the Commission receive a statement from the service provider as to the current PSZ capacity status for existing land use build out and the increased demand from the proposed rezoning. 



No statement, finding, or clarification from the service provider was forthcoming to the Commission to address all the questions about the current and future increased demand PSZ capacity status.



During the DEIR comment period I again submitted all the missing records with written comments. The study claims to determine and calculate if capacity exists within the existing systems to accommodate the proposed projects.

Here are responses to specific comments and questions I submitted about physical constraints and methods the DHE WSS study used to determine and calculate the current PSZ capacity status.



Comment (101.1) How many people the (2016 SCWA SSMP) analysis assumed were within the PSZ?



Response: (101.1) We cannot speculate on the method SCWA SSMP used to produce population estimates. 



2) Comment (101.2 ) How many persons per ESD were assumed in the analysis. Does it includes a new population baseline over the land use element estimated population of 1,300 to 1,450 people under full build-out conditions?



Response: (101.2 ) We cannot speculate on the method SCWA SSMP used to produce population estimates. 



5) Comment (101.5) There should be a count of existing hookups needed for the land use plan at full build out and a reserve capacity maintained to allow for failing septic systems in the future. This baseline information should be required before consideration of additional housing projects. 



Response (101.5) This comment does not pertain to the analysis or conclusions of the EIR.



The responses do not answer the capacity status or mention the constraints in the PSZ collection system lines "L" and "P”. The analysis identifies two pipe lines needed in the Sonoma Valley District. However the PSZ collection lines "L" and "P” have been totally overlooked and omitted in the DHE and DEIR analysis?



The PSZ capacity analysis has been evaluated in the context, of a framework of assumptions, that deny the existence of the capacity limitations and collection system physical problems.





Recommendations: 



Table 24: Water and Wastewater Availability by Service Area. Page APP-375



Move the PSZ proposed rezone sites from Category 2 to Category 3.

Likely inadequate as is, may require significant improvements.



A specific finding must be made by the responsible agencies, SCWA and PRMD, to determine the status of the existing capacity constraints and physical deficiencies in the PSZ collection lines "L" and "P”that restrict higher density land use plan amendments in the PSZ as follows:



1) the identified and reported conditions in the PSZ have been resolved and how they have been resolved.  ( PRMD should send a copy of the finding that the reported conditions in the PSZ have been resolved and how they have been resolved to Sonoma LAFCo to update their files on the PSZ.)



OR



2) the identified and reported conditions in the PSZ have not been resolved and how and when they will be resolved?



The Penngrove Specific Plan land use element allocated limited sewer hook ups on a parcel specific basis.  If the existing conditions have not been resolved and there is increased demand from the proposed rezoning the parcel specific sewer hook ups could be reallocated.  This would leave parcels with hook up entitlements unbuildable or people in existing homes not hooked up yet within the PSZ unable to hook up. In effect, it would be a de facto plan amendment.



If a statement or finding is not made given the long standing existing physical conditions of the PSZ collection system constraints and that it is close to it’s established estimated “full build out” capacity of 1300-1450 people at this time PRMD should pursue implementation of General Plan policy PF1b.  Consider moratoria on plan amendments and zoning changes in the PSZ to protect residents with parcel specific hook up entitlements who have not hooked up yet.



______________________________________________________________





2/22/22



Attn: Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma 

2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, California 95403.

(707) 565-1391

eric.gage@sonoma-county.org

Permit Sonoma Rezoning Housing SItes for Housing Update - DEIR comments

The EIR consultant stated that the agency (SCWA) “did not provide any system information” for the PSZ and relied on the 2016 SCWA SSPM update.  

The 2016 SCWA SSPM sewer capacity evaluation only addresses constraints due to i/i sources but does not address the actual physical corrections needed as already identified in the SCWA 2002 PSZ update for PRMD’s GP DHE.

The 2016 SCWA SSMP analysis is an i/i study, a single purpose exercise intended to identify areas of storm water infiltration into the collection system and pose future remedies. In that sense it is uni-dimensional and not intended to be used as a systemic multi-dimensional, multi variant systemic analysis.

The SCWA SSPM 2016 does not take into consideration the established existing baseline data regarding the physical limitations of the trunk line collection system and estimated capacity constraint under full land use build out conditions as identified in the SCWA 2002 system capacity evaluation, notably the "required" replacement of line "L", and line "P. as already identified in SCWA’s 2002 PSZ system update for PRMD's proposed GP DHE (April 20, 2001)

The 1990 and SCWA's 2002 update have governed the limitations on any land use plan density increases in the PSZ since 1990. It established no extra hook ups for increased land use densities beyond what was established in the 1984 Penngrove Specific Plan and did not change during the 2020 County General Plan update and still exist to present day.  

The County has no records of any significant land use density amendments to the General Plan or the Penngrove Specific Plan to increase parcel densities in the PSZ since 1984, none. The same land use element densities used during the 2020 General Plan update are still in effect now.

During the 2020 General Plan update PRMD used the latest PSZ figures from SCWA for PRMD's proposed GP DHE (April 20, 2001)   SCWA reported - The current loading is calculated to be about 1,251 people based upon the current master list load of 471.29 ESDs using PRMD’s SFD factor of 2.655 persons per ESD factor.  For example: 471.29 ESDs X 2.655 persons per ESD = 1,251.12 people within the sewer district as of November 4, 2002.

The 2016 SCWA SSPM and PRMD DHE consultant used the 2016 ESD count of 517 ESDs, however SCWA's current 2021 ESD count is 550.  

The County land use element estimates a population of 1300-1450 people at full build out conditions under existing collection system conditions.  

Using PRMD's 2021 DHE EIR SFD factor of 2.6 people per ESD X 550 ESDs = 1430 people which is close to the maximum upper end of the limitations of 1300-1450 people for the existing system until the replacement of line "L", and line "P" as identified in the 1990 study, SCWA's 2002 study update, 2020 General Plan Housing Element, and LAFCo.

The 2016 SCWA SSMP states: "The PSZ currently has an Agreement with the City for the City to treat the equivalent volume of sewage for a maximum of 3,000 people. 2010 Census population: 2,522 people."  





However the "2010 Census population of 2,522 people" refers to the entire population in the Penngrove area outside the PSZ combined with the population inside the PSZ.  How many people did the 2016 SCWA SSMP analysis assume were within the PSZ in 2016?



The 2016 SCWA SSMP states: The PSZ was built in 1992 however the 1st capacity study was done in 1990, two years BEFORE it was built?  This is because the PSZ was built in 1975, not 1992!  

There is substantial evidence on the administrative record concerning reasonably foreseeable "worst case" existing condition limitations of the sewer line collection system constraint as indicated by PRMD's statement in Sonoma LAFCo's City of Petaluma MSR (Municipal Services Review). "PRMD reports that to meet future demand, the existing trunk sewer line between Penngrove and Petaluma will require replacement.”  “According to the PRMD’s calculations, the PSZ has adequate capacity ( maximum service capacity for 3,000 people ) with sewer line improvements." 

The cost of replacement of line "L", and line "P" has already been identified and included in SCWA's annual budget in the past.  However subsequently the budget item was withdrawn diverting the funding in favor of pursuing other (i/i) storm water infiltration projects.

In addition to the General Plan land use densities, existing, and future "build out" estimated population numbers were also reported in the original 1990 PSZ capacity study, and 2002 SCWA staff revision of the 1990 PSZ capacity study.  

The data used in PRMD's draft DHE EIR references the 2016 SCWA SSMP for the EIR capacity analysis.  However the 2016 SCWA SSMP does not cite the existing, and future estimated, "build out" population numbers based on the land use densities allowed in the General Plan.  If SCWA no longer follows its past practice of citing existing, and future estimated, "build out" population numbers than how many persons per ESD are assumed in the 2016 SSMP modeling analysis?  This is essential information for an analysis to properly evaluate the existing system capacity when commenting on an EIR. 

Does the SCWA SSPM 2016 update claim to establish a new, as of yet unidentified, population baseline over the prior Specific Plan land use element estimated amount of 1300-1450 people at full build out conditions?  

SCWA anticipates a more complete comprehensive systemic analysis of the PSZ will be available when the City of Petaluma and SCWA do the new joint comprehensive update some time in the future.  

 There are two separate build out scenarios for consideration within the PSZ:

1) Under the current land use Plan for 1300-1450 people at full build out with the PSZ existing conditions needing collection system improvements.



[bookmark: _GoBack]2) Future build out to the maximum allowable sewer capacity entitlement in Petaluma at the treatment plant for 3000 people AFTER sewer collection system improvements. 

The DHE EIR consultant notes: “The Penngrove sites may be viable if the capital improvement projects have been completed and it may require a revised agreement with the city of Petaluma for treatment”

1)    Specify exactly which capital improvement projects are needed?

2)    Specify revisions needed to the agreement with Petaluma for treatment? 

6.0 Recommendations, page 20: The DHE EIR consultants claim that “high-level analysis investigation … of the sewer system capacity and wastewater treatment capacity was performed, and continues “28 of the sites appear to have existing sewer infrastructure capacity in order to accomodate additional residential density due to the proposed re-zoning?

In the PSZ the DHE EIR consultant has conflated the wastewater treatment infrastructure in Petaluma available for the maximum allowable future sewer capacity entitlement for 3000 people at the treatment plant AFTER PSZ sewer collection system improvements … with the existing PSZ limited capacity of the collection system infrastructure under the current land use Plan for 1300-1450 people at full build out until the collection system improvements are completed. 

There should be a count of existing hook ups, an estimate of total hook ups needed for the land use plan FULL build out, plus a reserve capacity maintained to allow for failing septic systems in the future. This baseline information should be required before ANY serious consideration is given to the idea of having "any extra excess capacity" for additional unplanned for new DHE housing projects. 

PSZ ratepayers are entitled to know if there are any anticipated proposed land use changes being considered that could adversely impact their ability to hook up in the future to the sanitation system they finance. If there is any mishap due to mistakes in properly calculating the existing condition capacity who will be financially responsible for the damages and repairs to the system?  

Will developers of the DHE be required to post bond in case there are damages to the system?  Will the PRMD DHE EIR analysis specify who or what agency(s) will be financially liable if their proposed DHE experiment fails the PSZ system?

Given the long standing existing physical conditions of the PSZ collection system constraints and that it is close to it’s established estimated “full build out” capacity of 1300-1450 people RIGHT NOW, PRMD and SCWA staff should pursue implementation of General Plan policy PF1b, see attached, and consider moratoria on plan amendments and zoning changes in order to protect services to existing residents and entitlements to residents in the zone who have not hooked up yet.

Sonoma County General Plan Public Facilities and Services Policy PF-1b: Prepare or encourage the preparation of master plans or equivalent documentation for all wastewater management systems prior to approval of project facilities. Design and construct all facilities in accordance with General Plans of the applicable jurisdictions. In the event that a master plan or monitoring fails to show adequate facilities or supplies for planned growth, consider moratoria on plan amendments, zoning changes, building permits or other entitlements in order to protect services to existing residents. The minimum contents necessary for an adequate master plan or equivalent documentation are:  



(1)  Maps showing future service area boundaries,    

(2)  Forecasted growth that reflects all potential sources of future demand for facilities and the relationship to General Plan projections and limits,  

(3)  Projected service and facility needs,    

(4)  Estimated costs and revenues for needed improvements,    

(5)  System design parameters and assumptions,    

(6)  A program for water use reduction,    

(7)  A program to reduce storm water infiltration

(8)  A program to monitor and account for amendments of the General Plan Land Use Map over time.



Document attached: 

1) Penngrove Sewer Zone (PSZ) Capacity Study updated November 4, 2002 (SCWA) 



Thank you.



Rick Savel

Marin LAFCo Commission, public member 

Penngrove Area Plan Advisory Committee, co-chair 

P. O. Box 227, Penngrove, CA 94951 

Ph# 415-479-4466, no texting 

Email: SkyPilot4u2@yahoo.com 
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Attn: Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma 

2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, California 95403.

(707) 565-1391

eric.gage@sonoma-county.org



Permit Sonoma Rezoning Housing SItes for Housing Update - DEIR comments



RE:  Penngrove Sewer Zone (PSZ) Capacity Study dated November 4, 2002 

updated by me, SCWA PSZ engineer David Grundman (retired)  



I noted several corrections to the Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton study of June,1990 with the conclusion that under the existing physical conditions the collection system did not have sufficient capacity to handle the expected land use build out. Please see the complete study attached.    



To my knowledge, nothing has been done to change the physical situation during the past 30 years. However, there has been yet another study done which, was updated September 2016.  From my experience, it does little good to do multiple studies and not address actual corrections to the existing problems.  



In the September 2016 SCWA PSZ SSMP updated study, there are a number of items that I would take issue with.  



SCWA SSMP Section 8: 



The Summary suggests that that the Penngrove system would benefit from continued I/I monitoring and lays out a good monitoring plan, however it does little to determine and identify where the existing identified physical problem areas are located and solving actual known physical problems.  



How will monitoring fix an already established previously identified physical problem at the known locations? The system is very old and is in need of repairs in order to reduce I/I, a major cause of overflows and inadequate capacity.  





System Evaluation:  second page, first paragraph, suggests that securing manhole covers (this will likely lead to backflows into homes/businesses) and temporarily diverting flows.  Where do they plan to divert the flows to? ( It appears to me that this section may have been written by someone(s) lacking actual experience in the operation of a sewer system.) 



SCWA SSMP Section 9: 



While this section does layout a good monitoring plan, it does little to determine where the problem areas are located.  It is not likely that monitoring flows will serve any purpose at this time, lacking normal storm patterns. 



It appears that there is a lot of resources being spent on studies and very little on actually solving the already identified existing conditions and problems.  



David Grundman (SCWA retired)

Email: dave_pat_1999@yahoo.com



Attachment: Penngrove Sewer Zone (PSZ) Capacity Study dated November 4, 2002



E-Mail may contain confidential information that is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. Sections 2510-2521, and is legally privileged.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. 
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SUMMARY 


PENNGROVE 
SEWER CAPACITY STUDY 


By David Grundman November 4, 2002 


The Penngrove sewage collection capacity was analyzed based upon the current flow rates 
projected to build out and then included the proposed additional loading from the Sonoma 
County General Plan - Draft Housing Element. It was found that the existing collection system 
is not adequate to handle build out flows from the sanitation zone. 


Three reaches of the collection system appear to be inadequate. When the additional loadings 
from the Draft Housing Element are 100% applied, then the situation becomes worse. Two of 
the reaches will need to be upgraded even under the current projected buildout plan. The 
current flow rates are handled by the collection system and the addition of the proposed Draft 
Housing Element will not tax the collection system under current flow conditions. 


PURPOSE 


The purpose of this study is to evaluate only the sewer capacity of the Penngrove collection 
system based upon current flow data and current zoning with proposed changes. Those 
changes are suggested in the Draft Housing Element of the Sonoma County General Plan, April 
20,2001. 


DOCUMENTS 


Exhibit A: Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton (KlJ/C) completed a sewer capacity study in June of 1990. 
Corrections were made to reflect current flow rates and zoning. ' 


Exhibit B: Sonoma County General Plan - Draft Housing Element (DHE), April 20, 2001, 
December 17, 2001 revisions, excerpts relative to Penngrove. It appears that a total of 55 units 
are proposed with about 34 being additional units. 


Exhibit C: Master list for Penngrove listing all of the sewer connections dated 10-17-01 for a 
total of 471.29 ESDs. 


Exhibit D: An old document dated September 4, 1992 showing a calculation for the average drY 
weather flow (ADWF)/ESD to be 236 gpd/ESD. This number may have come down over the 
years due to water conservation, but there are no current meter readings available for 
Penngrove. 


Exhibit E: A partial set of plans for the Penngrove collection system along with capacity 
calculations for each reach. 
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Exhibit F: A series of spreadsheets, which analyze the expected flows at buildout with and 
without the DHE included. 


BACKGROUND 


The sewage from this system is pumped to Petaluma for treatment under an agreement, which 
currently limits the connected load to the equivalent of 3,000 people. The current loading is 
calculated to be about 1,251 people based upon the current masterlist load of 471.29 ESDs and 
the 2.655 persons per ESD as shown in Exhibit B. 


J/KIC completed a sewer capacity study in May of 1988. The study formed a basis for this 
current study. The J/KIC study contains two errors for the capacity of Lines E and N. The line E 
error was for the slope of the line, which when corrected did not change the ability of the 
collection system to handle additional loading. 


Line. N is a different matter. This line is actually composed of two 6-inch lines used for siphons. 
It appears that the cross sectional area of the two pipes was totaled and an equivalent pipe 
used to produce the capacity calculation. The correct method would be to simply add the 
capacity of each separate line together instead of attempting an equivalent pipe.. The end 
result, including an adjustment for the n.factor, is that Line N has an actual capacity of 0.52. 
MGD instead of 1.18 MGD shown in the study. 


The J/KIC study paints out two other reaches that appear to be in need of upgrading in orderto. 
carry the total build out flows. They are known as lines P and L in the J/KIC study. 


ANALYSIS 


The KlJ/C study was corrected directly per the notes above. This information was then entered 
into a series of spreadsheets (Exhibit F), which developed the peak wet weather flow (PWWF) 
with and without the DHE. Spreadsheet #9 shows where the DHE comes from. This 
information is then routed to Spreadsheets #1 and #2, which develop the (ADWF) as a basis. 


The PWWF is then developed in spreadsheets #3 and #4 by adding the 1&1 to the ADWF 
(increased by a wet weather factor ranging from 4.5 to 5). 


Spreadsheet #5 and #6 are a summary comparison of the PWWF to the sewer capacity. The 
spreadsheets suggest that capacity is already limited in three reaches of the collection system. 
Spreadsheet#5 indicates that the siphon located in.reach point 5-13 (area N) will be short about 
15 ESDs under Current buildout conditions. Additional study may show that this will not be a 
problem. It appears that the KlJ/C study may have simply used a straight pipeline analysis to 
determine the capacity of the siphon instead of a siphon analysis. 


Two other reaches for areas P and L are also short on capacity under the same conditions. 
Areas P and L where also pointed out in the KlJ/C study as being short on capacity. 


A comparison between spreadsheets #5 and #6 show that the addition of the DHE units will just 
make things worse as can be expected. The proposed DHE units are located above the areas 
P and L, which are the two lowest reaches of the collection system; therefore moving the DHE 
units to another reach will not accomplish anything. 
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Spreadsheets #7 and #8 show that the two lowest reaches (areas P and L) can accommodate 
the additional loading from the DHE units under current flow conditions. An overloading of the 
two lower reach.es is expected some time in the future unless additional capacity is developed. 
This can take the form of greater water conservation, parallel lines, or direct replacement of 
some existing lines. It is unlikely that Area N (the siphon) will be able to accommodate the 
additional loading from the DHE units without further study. 


CONCLUSION 


The Penngrove collection system does not appear to have sufficient capacity to handle the 
expected build out loading under current zoning conditions along three reaches of the system. 
Capacity improvements are required just to meet the current buildout plan. The additional load 
from the DHP cannot be handled without capacity improvements. 


SOWflr CapacIty study 
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Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton 


4 June 1990 


Mr. K. Giovannetti 
Senior Civil Engineer 
Sanitation Division 
County of Sonoma 
575 Administration Drive 
Room 117A 
Santa Rosa, CA . 95403 


Subject: Penngrove (CSA #19) Sewer System Capacity Study 
K/J/C 900010.00 


Dear Mr. Giovannetti: 


Marathon Plaza, Tenth Floor 
303 Second Street 


·San Francisco, CaHforn1a 94107 
415·362·6065 


We have .completed the sewer system capacity study for the· Penngrove area in 
accordance with our Agreement. The enclosed report describes the work 
performed, and presents our conclusions and recommendations. Twenty-five. 
copies are furnished. 


We have enjoyed working with you, Larry Brown, and John Sciborski on this 
study. The analysis was done by Jill Bicknell and Kerwin Allen of our' office, 
under my direction. If we can provide any further assistance on this matter, 
please call. 


Very truly yours, 


KENNEDY/JENKS/CHILTON 


Daniel F. Seidel, P.E. 
Project Manager 


DFS/kadWPC1l3 


Enclosure 
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INTRODUCTION 
Background 


County Service Area No. 19 (CSA 19) provides sewer service to the 
community of Penngrove. The community is located in central Sonoma 
County along the Highway 101 corridor, within the Rohnert Park-Cotati 
planning area. A land use plan map is presented on Figure 1. 


Penngrove is·a community of primarily urban and rural residential land 
uses, with some commercial and industrial areas along Old Redwood 
Highway. Its population was estimated at 800 in 1980, and projected to 
increase to 900 in 1990 and 1,400 by the year 2005.. It is surrounded by 
rural residential development areas which are beginning to be developed. 


In order to be abl e to respond to' requests for new sewer servi ces, the 
Sonoma County Department of Public Works (the County) retained 
Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton to perform a sewer system capacity study and 
estimate the available capacity in the existing sewer system'. 
Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton was authorized to perform the study per Agreement 
with the County dated 30 November 1989 and to begin work on 29 January',' 
1990. 
Objectives 


The study involved an evaluation of the Penngrove sewer system with the 
following objectives: 


1. Determine the system capacity required.to serve the 
"build-out" population of CSA 19 allowed by the 1989 General 
Plan within the existing service area boundaries; 


. 2. Determine the residual capacity available in each pipe line at 
ultimate build-out·conditions. 


The results of the study provide the County with 
respond to requests for annexations or increases 
densities. 


information to help 
i n popu 1 at ion 


" 
METHODOLOGY 


Sources of Information 


The following information was obtained from the County for use in this 
study: . 


1. Sonoma County General Plan - Land Use Element and.Public 
Facilities and Services Element, Sonoma County Planning 
Department, adopted 2f March 1989; . 


2. Land Use Pl an Map: Rohnert Park-Cotati and Envi rons ,Sonoma' 
County General Plan, adopted 23 March 1989; 
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3. Sonoma County Assessor's Parcel Maps; 


4. Sanitation User Inventory Master List, prepared by Sonoma 
County Public Works Department, dated 27 October 1989; 


5. Construction Drawings, County Service Area No. 19, Wastewater 
Collection and Pumping Facilities Project C-06-1112, Sheets 
G-l, C-l throughC-47, February 1977. 


Peaking factors for wastewater flows were obtained from Figure 4 of 
Design and Construction of Sanitary and Storm Sewers, American Society 
of Civil Engineers, Manuals and Reports on Engineering Practice, No. 37, 
1969. The selected peaking factor curve is reproduced on Figure 2 of 
this report. 


Method of Approach 
The methodology used to estimate the available capacity in the Penngrove 
sewer system is' described below: 


1. A map of the eXisting sewer system was superimposed on a 
composite of the assessor's parcel maps and divided into 15 
major sewer lines of relatively uniform di'ameter and slope. 
The boundaries of the contributing areas to each line were 
determined and the size of each area in acres was estimated, 
using information from the assessor's maps and the 
construction drawings. (Note that the size of a contributing 
area equals the sum of the areas of its individual parcels and 
does not include street and road areas.) 


2. The estimated average dry weather flow (ADWF) from each 
contributing area was calculated as follows. The existing 
wastewater flows were determined from the County's sanitation 
user inventory master list of equivalent single dwellings 
(ESDs) on each developed parcel in the service area. Future 
flows from undeveloped parcels were estimated based on the 
maximum density allowed by the land uses specified in the 
General Plan (Figure 1) and unit flow rates associated with 
those uses (see Design Criteria). Estimated flows from all 
parcels in a contributing area, were summed to compute the 
total ADWF from each area. Area ADWFs are presented in 
Table 1. 


3. The total (or cumulative) ADWF for each pipe line was 
estimated by adding ADWFs from all upstream lines to the ADWF 
of the contributing area to that line (see Table 2). ' 


4. Peak dry weather flows (PDWFs) for each pipe line .were . 
estimated by applying a peaking factor to the cumulative ADWF 
for that line. The peaking factor was selected from a graph 
of peaking factors versus population (Figure 2). To use the 
graph, an equivalent population associated with the cumulative 
ADWF of a particular line was calculated, based on the ESD 
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flow rate and an average household size of approximately 2.7 
persons (from the County General Plan, Land Use Element, Table 
LU-ll). The cumulative AOWF multiplied by the peaking factor 
yielded the cumulative POWF (see Table 2). 


5. Wet weather infiltration/inflow (1/1) was computed on a gallon 
per day per acre (gpad) basis. The estimated 1/1 from each· 
contributing area was summed to produce a cumulative 1/1 for 
each pipe line. The cumulative 1/1 was added to the 
cumulative POWF to obtain the peak wet weather flow (PWWF) for 
each 1 ine (see Table 2) .. The estimated PWWF represents the 
total ·capacity required in a given line to adequately serve 
the needs of its contributing service area. 


6. The design capacity of each pipe 1 ine was computed using 
Manning's equation for open channel fl ow .. Since pipe capacity 
is controlled by slope, the minimum slope of the line was used 
to compute the capacity of the line if the entire line was not 
of constant slope.· The pi pe characteri sti cs and computed 
design capacities are presented in Table 3. 


7. The final step was to subtract the PWWF from the computed 
design capacity to determine the available capacity, in each 
line. The results of these computations are presented in the 
last columns of Table' 2. The available capacities are . 
expressed in million gallons per day (MGO) and in equivalent 
single dwell ings (ESOs). A negative result indicates that the 
line has insufficient capacity for peak wet weather flows 
under ·build-out conditions. 


A map of the Penngrove sewer system showing the 15 designated pipe lines 
and contributing areas is presented on Figure 3. . 


Design Criteria 


. For estimating existing AOWFs, a value of 220 gallons per day (gpd) per 
ESO was used. This value Was estimated by the County Publ icWorks 
Department .based on actual wastewater flow data collected during the 
period July through October 1989, and is higher th.an the 181 gpd per ESO 
used in the General Plan revision of 1989. For estimating future AOWFs 
from undeveloped parcel s, the foll owi ng unit flow rates were assumed for 
each specified land use on Figure 1: 


1. Residential (UR and RR): 1 ESO (220 gpd) per unit, assuming 
maximum density (in whole units) 


2. Commercial (Limited and General): 600 gpad 
3. Industrial (Limited): 800 gpad 
4. Quasi-Public (Schools and Parks): 220 gpd per ESO value 


assigned·by Sanitation User Inventory Master List 


Ultimate build-out was used to evaluate the worst case hydraulic 
condition for the system. It is not anticipated that the General Plan 
population of 1,400 for the year 2005 will be exceeded. 
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Peak 1/1 rates were assumed to be 800 gpad, regardless of land use. 
Flowing full capacities of pipe reaches were computed using Manning's 
equation, assuming an "nn value of 0.013 for transite (asbestos 
concrete) pipe. 


RESULTS 
Average Dry Weather Flows 


The computation of ADWFs at the ultimate build-out condition is 
presented in Table 1. The estimated total AOWF generated from the 
service area is approximately 151,000 gallons per day. 


Peak Wet Weather Flows 


The computations of cumulative AOWFs, cumulative POWFs, contributions 
'from 1/1 and cumulative PWWFs are presented in Table 2. The cumulative 
PDWF for the entire system is approximately 0.70 MGO. The cumulative 
1/1 for the system is estimated to be approximately 0.32 MGO, bringing 
the total cumulative PWWF to 1.0 MGO. 


At the request of the County, an 1/1 rate of 800 gpad was used to 
, calculate cumulative 1/1 and PWWFs. Based on this assumption, total 1/1 


represents about 30 percent of the peak wet weather flow. This 
assumption may be conservative, given that the sewer system is only 13 


,years old and that local groundwater level s are typically below the pipe 
inverts. However, this rate is probably appropriate for a future 
condition of ultimate build-out and a somewhat deteriorated sewer 
system. 
Sewer System Capacity 


The flowing-full capacity of each sewer line was computed and presented 
,in Table 3. These capacities were then transferred to Table 2 and 
compared to the estimated cumulative PWWFs to determine the available 
capacity of each line. In most cases, sewers were designed using a 
slope that would achieve a minimum self-cleansing velocity of 
approximately 2 feet per second. 


In Table 2, available capacity is expressed in MGO and in ESOs (by 
dividing the' available capacity in gpd by 220). Available ESOs 
represent the excess capacity in the sewer line above the capacity 
required to serve build-out in the area served by each line. Build-out 
is calculated using densities allowed in the General Plan. 


The computations indicate that all lines have sufficient capacity for 
peak wet weather flows at ultimate build-out except the two most 
downstream sections, line P (from point 13 to point 9) and line L (point' 
9 to point 10). The flowing-full capacities of lines P and L appear to 
be less than required capacity by 0.06 and 0.24 MGD, respectively. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The analysis of the Penngrove (CSA 19) sewer system capacity and the 
estimated peak flows under ultimate build-out conditions indicates that 
the existing sewer system has sufficient capacity for future flows in 
the upper reaches of the sewer system. However, two reaches of the main 
trunk sewer (shown as lines Land P on Figure 3) connecting the upper 
reaches to the pump station have inadequate capacity for build-out 
conditions. Line L causes the most severe restriction due to its flat 
(minimum) slope and limits system capacity to 0.78 mgd. 


Replacing the existing 10-inch diameter pipes in lines Land P with 
12-inch diameter pipes or constructing a relief sewer will be necessary 
to meet build-out conditions within the CSA. No excess capacity exists 
to serve areas outside of the CSA, unless the two lines are replaced. 


Based on these conclusions, the following recommendations are made: 


• The County should continue to monitor seWer system flows to verify 
I/I rates and unit ESD flow rates. 


Lines Land P should be replaced'when approaching their 0.78 mgd 
capacity. Installation of 12-inch diameter pipes will increase 
capacity to 1.02 mgd, matching the estimated build-out flow. 


Consideration should be given to installing IS-inch diameter pipes 
for these lines if it is contemplated that areas outside the CSA 
boundaries win be annexed in the future. 
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CONTRI BUTARY 


TABLE 1. 
PENNGROVE SEWER CAPACITY STUOY 


ESTIMATED AVERAGE DRY WEATHER FLOWS, 
MAXIMUM BUILD-OUT CONDITION 


EQUIV. 
ULTIMATE 


ADWF 
AREA GENERAL AREA SINGLE DWELLINGS (GPO) TOTAL AOWF 


TO LINE PLAN (AC) (ESC.) (1) TO LINE 


A· 


B 


c 


D 


E 


F 


G 


H 


J 


K 


L 


M 


N 


P 


TOTALS 


NOTE: 
1) 


2) 


UR-1 
UR-2 
UR-4 


UR-1 


UR-1 
UR-2 


LIM. IND 


UR-1 


UR-l 
UR-2 


UR-1 
UR-2 


GEN. COMM. 


UR-Z 
LIM. COMM. 


UR-1 
UR-6 
UR-Z 
QUASI 


GEN. COMM. 
LIM. COMM. 


UR·1 
UR-2 


LIM. COMM. 
LIM. IND. 


QUASI 


·RR·2 


RR-2 
GEN. COMM. 


UR·2 
RR-2 


UR-4 
LIM. COMM. 


QUASI 


RR·2 


27.0 
21.4 
11.7 


42.8 


27 
42 
44 


42 


5.2 5 
14.5 28 
16.5 NOT APPLICABLE 


21.6 


7.8 
4.7 


1:2 
26.5 
2.8 


21 


7 
8 


1 
52 


NOT APPLICABLE 


14.4 2B 
8.5 NOT APPLICABLE 


B.4 
13.2 
4.3. 
7.3 
2.2 
3.4 


18.2 
21.3 
4.3 
2.0· 
2.3 


4_8 


B 
7B 
8 
6 (2) 


NOT APPLICABLE 
NOT APPLICABLE 


18 
42 


NOT APPLI CABLE 
NOT APPLI CABLE 


1 (2) 


2 


1_5 1 
0.90 NOT APPLICABLE 


6.5 
21.2 


12 
10 


11.4 44 
1.6 NOT APPLICABLE 
5.5 3 (2) 


0.0 . NOT APPLICABLE 


36.7 18 


403.6 


5940 
9240 
9680 


9240 


1100 
6160 


13200 


4620 


1540 
1760 


220 
11440 
1680 


6160 
5100 


1760 
17160 
1760 
1320 
1320 
2040 


3960 
9240 
2580 
1600 
220 


440 


220 
540 


2640 
2200 


9680 
960 
660 


o 


3960 


Based on ESC flow rate of 220 gpd/unit for r_esidential areas, 
600 gpad for coomerci.al areas, and 800 gpad for industrial areas. 


24,860 


9,240 


20,460 


.4,620 


3,300 


13,340 


. ",260 


25,360 


17,600 


440 


760 


4,840 


11,300 


o 


3,960 


151,340 


ESC for obtained fram sanitary User Inventory Master List. 







LINE 
NO 


A 


B 


M 


c 


D 


• 
J 


N 


P 


F 


G 


NOTES: 


I I FROM TO 
I POUlT POINT 


I 
I , 


4 


12 


3 


11 


14 


15 


7 


, 
5 


13 


B 


16 


4 


12 


, 
11 


, 
15 


7 


6 


13 


13 


9 


16 


9 


INCR 


AI'"' (GPD) 
(1) 


24,860 


9,240 


25,360 


11,300 


20,460 


17,600 


4,620 


3,30q 


760 


440 


o 


3,960 


13,340 


11,260 


CUM 
CUMULATIVE ECU1V 


AD"' 
(GPD) 


2li,860 


9,240 


34,600 


45,900 


20,460 


38,060 


4,620 


7,920 


8,680 


" 


70,760 


121,900 


13,340 


24,600 


POP 
(2) 


305 


425 


563 


251 


467 


,7 


97 


107 


579 ... 
1,496 


164 


302 


1,857 


TABLE 2 
PENNGROVE SE"b'ER CAPACIty·STUDY 


ESTIMATED PEAK flOWS AND AVAILABLE CAPACITY 


PEAKING CUMULATIVE Ji.ICR 
FACTOR 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


·4.8 


5.0 


5.0 


4.6 


PD\.IF 
(HGO) 


0.124 


0.046 


0.173 


0.230 


0.102 


0.190 


0.023 


0.040 


0.043 


0.236 


0.354 " 


0.585 


0.067 


0.123 


0,696 


AREA 
(ACRES) 


60.1 


42.8 


38.a 


18.5 


36.2 


4B.l 


21.6 


12.5 


Z.4 


4.8 


0.0 


36.7 


30.5 


22.9 


27.7 


PEAK 
III 


01.130) 
(4) 


D.04B" 


0.034 


0.031 


0.015 


0.029 


0.038 


0."017 


0.010 " 


0.002 


0.004 


0.000 


0.029 


0.024 


0.018 


0.022 


CUM 
1/1 


(MGD) 


0.048 


0.034 


0.06? 


0.080 


0".029 


0.067 


0.017 


0.027 


0.029 


0.100 


0.128 


0.257 


0.024 


0.042 


0.323 


CUHULAT-lVE I 
PWf I 


(HGD) I 
1 


0.172 1 


1 
0.080 I 


I 
0.236. I 


1 
0.310 1 


1 
0.131 1 


I 
0.258 I 


I 
0.040 I 


I 
0.067 1 


I 
0.073 1 


1 
0.336 I 


I 
0.482 I 


1 
0.843 1 


1 
0.091 1 


I 
0.165 1 
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LINE 
CAPACITY AVAILA!lLE AVAILABLE I 


(MGO) CAPACITY EQUIV. I L1I1E 
(5) (HOO) ESD I NO 


0.500 0.328 


0.500 0.420 


0.500 0.262 


0.500 0.190 


0.500 0.369 


0.500 0.242 


0.360 0.320 


0.500 " 0.433 


0.500 0.427 


0.500 0.164 


"'-..c. ;,,tJ J..16U-- 0.698 


0.780 -0.063 .' 
0.360 O",Z6't 


0.500 0.335 


I 
1,490 I 


I 
1,908 I 


I 
1,190 I 


I 
866 1 


1 
1,676 1 


I 
1,101 I 


I 
1,454 I 


I 
1,969 I 


1 
1,943 I 


1 
746 I 


I 
3,173 I 


I 
o 1 


1 
l;Z24 1 


I 
1,523 I 
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E 


, 


P 
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. 0 I 1.019 1 0.780 -0.239 


I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 9 


1)f"mT,bLel 92, ilJf37GfL FfMtYliJ05:: ;l7'3;kWIij>,# -I-1C>6 -;1.tOG!>;f/ 
2)8ased on an ESD flail rate of 220 gpd and an averege of 2.7 persons per simiLe dwelLing " z;<5& ..R»L".JDilJr 


10 4,640 151,340 


3)'"m 'ig"" 2 7071'L AtJl/ f- GSJ) = '7-& 
l7;e.sr U" : ?b eJ/? 72> .--1=. j4;,H-C/f{7 4)llased on an assumed 1/1 of 800 gpad'/ 
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LINE FROM 
DESIGNATION POINT 


LINE A 


LINE B , 
LINE H 4 


LINE H 12 


LINE C 3 


LINE 1 " 
LINE 0 14 


LINE E 15 


LINE K 7 


LINE .J 6 


LINE N 


.LINE P 13 


LINE F • 
UNf G 16 


LINE l 9 


NOTE: 
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5 


4 


12 


5 


" 
6 


15 


7 
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13 


9 


16 


9 
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TABLE :3 
PENNGROVE SEWER CAPACITY STUDY 


ESTIMATED CAPACITY OF SEJ./ER LINES 


DIAl! 
(IN) TYPE 


8 TRANSITE 


8 TRANSITE 


8 TRANSITE 


8 TRANSITE' 


S' TRANSITE 


B TRAHSITE 


6 TRANSITE 


fI TRANSITE 


8 TRANSITE 


8 TRANSlTE 


(2x6) TRANSITE 


10 TRANSITE 


6 TRANSrTE 


8 TRANSITE 


10 TRANSITE 


SlOPE 
(F.T/H) 


(1) 


0.0040 


AREA 
(FT2) 


0.35 


0.0040 0.35 


0 .. 0040 0.35 


0.0040 0.35 


0.0B40 0.35 


0.0040 0.35 


0.0100 0.20 


0.35 


0.0040 0".35 


"'0 
Jtl.[)lUS 


0.167 


0.167 


0.167 


0.161 


0.167 


0.167 


0.125 


0.167 


0.167 


'n' 
vALUE 


0.013 


0.013 


0.013 


0.013 


0.013 


0.013 


0.013 


0.013 


0.013 


ESTlMA.TED 
CAPACITY 


(HGD) 


0.50 


0.50 


0.50 


0.50 


0.50 


0.50 


0.36 


.......---
0.50 


0.0040 0.35 0.167 0.013 0 50 
. DOb 0'P .. 2- rc." PIP;;' jl!r" W/WtU, ..tPIj2.t)fVH 


Q (f§) .....,.--P. rJ-. 
.Ol't Fd-!- elF 


0.0030 0.55 0.20B 0.013 0.78 


0.0100 0.20 0.125 0.013 0.36 


0.0040 0.35 0.167 0.013 0.50 


0.0030 0.55 0.20B 0.013 0.76 


1) Represents minimun slope of pipe sections in eaeh line. foIost pipes I-Iere designed at 
minirrun slope, i.e. that slope I-Ihieh I-Iould, maintain a flowing-full velocity of 
approximately 2 ft/see. 
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7.3.8 . Penngrove 
Water service in the Penngrove area is provided by the Penngrove Water Company (Pwq, 
while sewer service is provided by the City of Petaluma under contract to the Penngrove 
Sanitation Zone (PSZ). The PWC provides service within the Urban Service Boundary, to <! 
few scattered parcels on the west side of the Urban Service Boundary, and to the Cannon 
Manor subdivision .. 


Water Service. PWC has water service from the SCWA. PWC staff "doesn't know" if . 
they have sufficient supply to serve the holding capacity of the General Plan Land Use 
Map, which was 189 units in 1990. Future ability to increase service will depend on 
the ability of SCWA to increase diversions of Russian River water. 


Sewer Service. The contract for sewer service with the City of Petaluma has a service 
area population cap of 3,000 persons. Service is currently provided to 460 ESDs 
(equivalent single family dwellings), Averaging the 1990 household sizes of the two 
CenslTs tracts in which Penngrove is located yields an average household size 
persons, yielding a current service area population of 1,220 persons. Subtracting (220 
from 3,000 suggests that the service area could accommodate an additional 670 
housing units at the 1990 average household size. Since 189 units remain to be built 
under 1990 holding capacity estimates, it appears that sufficient capacity exists to serve 
the population anticipated by the General Plan Land Use Map. 


7.3.9 R.ussian River 
Urban water and sewer service in the lower Russian River area are provided by the 
Sweetwater Springs Water District (SSWD) and the Russian River County Sanitation District 
(RRCSD). The service areas of the two entities are very different, with the SSWD service 
area encompassing a large area that is outside the service area of the RRCSD. The RRCSD 
service area is coterminous with the General Plan Urban Service Boundary, and includes 
the communities of Guerneville and Rio Nido, plus the intervening area along the Russian 
River. . 


Water Service. AccordingJoSSWQstaff, the District has water rights to 1,214 acre-feet 
per year, with 147.32 acre-feet per year available to serve new connections. Current 
average demand per connection is 4,048 gallons per month, with no peaking issues due 
to adequate storage. Therefore, the SSWD could serve an additional 988 connections at 
the average demand rate. Since the 1990 holding capacity of the General Plan Land 
Use Map for the Urban Service Area allowed for 636 additional residential units, it 
appears that the SSWD could serve all residential development allowed by the General 
Plan within the Urban Service Area. However, the potential for additional demand 


. originating outside the boundaries of the Urban Service Area is unknown, as is the 
potential for commerciallindustrial redevelopment. 


Sewer Service. Staff of the RRCSD has stated: 'We will be able to provide sanitary 
sewer service for the [RRCSD] assuming the existing urban service boundary and land 
use identified in the existing General Plan do not change. Changesto the General Plan 
may require changes to our facilities plan to accommodate any potential increase in 
treatment plant, storage, or disposal ca)Jacity." 
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Sonoma County Urban Service Area 
Housing Site Inventory 
With Availability of Water and Sewer Services 


KEY, 


Table rA 


(1) "10#" identifios the subject property on the Urban S8fVice Area Maps. "APN" means Auessor Purc:el Numb«. (3) "Units Base" means tM numb« r.l housing units required 
by mapped density. (4) "GP Den." means the mapped General Plan re5idential density in units per acre. (5) See Ield 101' mNning of"State Density Bonus," "HOUSing Opportunity 
A" and "Housing Opportunity Co" (6) For Wilterand sewer service, "yes" means provider ha$ capacities rated "Mara Than Adequat.," "AdBqwte" or"Adequate WIth Concerns" H 
shown In Table 7.6 Ind text. (7) "T" means total units; -vt." means Very loW Income; "l" means tow Income, "M" means modelEe Income endOW means above moderate income. 


UM 
Housing Opportunity A Housing 


Urban S.rvice U,,,, ..., 
Site# Map 10# """"" .A.r9a APN;t ..... .... U,m; GP [len Zoning T VL L AM T VL 


1 9 V_'" GeyservUie (S 140-160-011 1.11 , 0 UR 4.8 R1 B6 4.8DUlAC 0 0 0 0 13 2 
2 10 Vleant RR (7) 060-250-02. 5.74 22 0 UR • R1 B64DU/AC 0 0 0 0 54 8 


11 060-250-025 
3 12 Vacant RR 070-070-G40 1.38 , 0 UR • R1 B64DU/AC 0 0 0 0 16 2 
4 13 Vacant RR 070-160-018 '.58 14 0 UR • R1 B64DUlACF1f2SRBR 0 0 0 0 " • 5 " Vacant RR 070.180-005 1.32 , 0 UR , R1 B64DU/AC • • • • 15 2 
6 " Vacant RR (7) 070-200-011 1.70 , 0 UR 4 R1 B64DUIAC 0 0 0 0 19 2 
7 1B Vaeant Bod .. 1 100-180-022 4.00 ,. 0 UR • R1 CO B6 4DUlAC • 0 0 0 44 5 
8 48 UnderutiHzed Bod Bay 1 100-200-037 1:92 7 1 UR 4 R1 CC R6 4DUIAC 0 0 , 0 22 3 


4B 1-40-15()..001 • 50· Undenltillzed _"(3) 1-40-150-004 '.94 18 , UR 4.8 R1 B8 4.8DU/AC 0 0 0 0 45 8 
51 t50-150-008 


10 52 UndeMIllzed :'Penngrove ·047-164-006 3.41 13 1 UR 4 R1 B64DU/AC 0 0 0 0 .38 4 
11 54 Underutillzed RR 069-280-043 2.00 • .1 UR , R1 B64DUlAC 0 0 0 0 22 , 
12 55 UnderulUlzed RR (8) 07().(l10-005 7 1 UR • R1 B64DU/AC • 0 0 0 21 3 
13 50 Underufllized RR (7) 071_ 2.98 11 1 UR 4 R1864DUlAC 0 0 0 0 33 4 


" ., Underulillzed RR( 071-140-017 3.16 12 1 UR , R1 86 4DUlACF1F2 BR 0 0 0 0 35 • 
15 58 Underullllzed RR{8 071-250-008 1.87 7 , UR • R1 86 4DUlAC F2 0 0 0 0 21 3 ,. " Undenmllzed Son Vall 11 Q54.381.o10 1.26 5 1 UR • R1 as 4DU/ACF2SDBR 0 0 0 0 14 2 
17 " Underutilized Son Valley (11) 054-381.()11 1.38 , 1 UR 4 R1 B6 4DUlACSD 0 0 0 0 " 2 


C:11a.TnT.o.1 42.81 '" " 0 0 0 , 
UR' 


Hou . Op ,. A Housing 
Um.nS8Nice U,'" ""'" 


rom C 


L M 
6 , 


31 25 


8 6 
2. 1B 
7 , 


10 7 
22 17 
11 8 


22 17 


" 15 
11 8 
10 • 
" 13 
17 14 
10 8 
7 5 
8 , 


,. C 


SW MopIOJ ..... ANa (Mapt) APN. ,."... .... Units op"," Zonina T Vl L "" T Vl L • 
18 17 Vacant 0_ 130-1·65-001 1.12 , 0 UR , R1865DUfAC • 0 0 0 13 2 , , 
19 1. Vacant SR 043-<141_ 1.26 , 0 UR , R1 8650UlAC 0 0 0 0 14 2 7 , 
20 2<l Vacant SR 125-042.015 ,.55 17 0 UR , R1 B65DUIAC 0 0 0 0 40 • 20 " 21 21 Vacant Larldield (5) 039-025-<143 1.92 • 0 UR 5 R1 S65DU/AC 0 0 0 0 2' , 11 8 
22 2' Vacant San Vall 12) 1.07 , • UR , R1 86 5DU/ACF2BR o· 0 0 0 12 2 , 4 


23 23 Vacant SonV.1 (12 056-481-032 2.09 10 0 UR 5 R1865DU/AC 0 0 0 0 23 , 11 • 
2' 2' Vacant Son Vall (12) 058690-<J08 1.22 , 0 UR 5 R1 8650UIAC > • 0 0 0 14 2 7 , 
25 26 Veeant Son Valley (12 133-150-038 1.37 , 0 UR , R1 S65DUIACF2BR 0 0 0 0 " 2 8 , 


hein 74c.xis 


W,,", 5_, 
Available? Available? 


Y .. Yes 


y" y" 
Yes 


Y .. Yes 
Yes 
Yes 


Yes Yes 
y" Yes 


W_ S ...... 


Available? Available? 
Yes Yes 
Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes y" 
y" 
y" y" 







Table.A 


26 61 Undenrtllized Graton 4 130-101-037 1.15 5 1 UR 5 R1 8650U/AC 0 0 0 0 13 2 , 5 y" y" 
Zl 62 Undenrtillzed Graton (4) 130-14s.003 1.00 5 1 UR 5 R1 8SSDU/AC 0 0 0 0 11 2 5 4 y" y" 
2. " Und"rutllized GJa\on 4) 130-294-016 1.01 5 1 UR 5 R1 SIlSDU/AC 0 0 0 0 12 2 , 4 y" y" 
29 54 Underutllized Larkfield (5) 039-025-019 1.02 5 1 UR 5 R188S0UfAC 0 0 0 0 12 2 , 4 y" y" 


I 30 65 Underutllized Larkfield (5) 039-380-01& 1.51 7 1 UR 5 R1 8650UfAC 0 0 0 0 17 2 9 6 y" Yes 
31 " Underutillzed Larkfield (5) 039-3S0-026 1.09 5 1 UR 5 R1 86SDUfAC 0 0 0 0 12 2 • 4 y" Yes 
32 67 Underutillzed Larkfield 5) 039-380-027 1.04 5 2 UR 5 R1865DU/AC 0 0 0 0 12 2 , , y" Yes 
33 71 Underutllized SR 9) 125-301.{)43 1.71 • 1 UR 5 R1855DUfAC 0 0 0 0 19 2 10 7 y" Yes 


18 043-041_ 
25 125-501-007 


34 .. V_ntand 043-041.001 
69 Und&ru!ilized SR (9) 043-041-<l34 24.41 118 12 UR 5 R1 B6SDUIAC 0 0 0 0 2n " 136 106 Yfi y" 
72 125-451-002 
T.l 125-451..oog 


·74 1250501..(121 
35 75 Underutllized Scm Valley (12) 052·211-045 1.76 • 1 UR 5 R18S5DUfAC 0 0 0 0 20 2 10 • Yes y" 
36 7S Underutillzed Son Valley (11) 054-130-030 1.60 • 1 UR 5 R1 85 SDUfACSRSD 0 0 0 0 18 2 , 7 Yes Yes 
37 77 Underutillzed Son Valley (12) {)56.()72-043 1.26 • 1 UR 5 R1 85 SDUfACSRSD 0 0 0 0 14 2 7 5 Yes y" 
3. 7B Underutll!zed Son Valley (12) 133-150-039 2.37 11 1 UR 5 R1 B6 5DUfACF28R 0 0 0 0 27 , 14 10 y" y" 


SUBTOTAL 64.63 260 25 0 0 0 0 


UR' 
HOUlJin 0 portun A HOUSing Op rtunltyC W,,", ...... 


Urban U,,, "'" SiteH Map 10# S_ Ma (Map#) APN# .... U," GPDen Zoning T Vl L AM T VL L M Available? Available? 
27 140-130-027 


39 " Vacant.nd 140-130-005 
82 Underutllized Goy5arville (3) 140-130-028 5.01 28 , UR • R2866DUfAC 62 15 12 35 67 7 29 21 y" y" 
54 140-15Q.Of2 
79 140-1CJ0-004 


40 80 UndforutilizMi Geyserville (3) 140-100-013 4.67 27 • UR • R2 Be BDUfAC " 13 12 " 53 • 2. 21 y" y" 


6J " 140-130-059 
41 85 UndtrutlllNd Penngrova 047·173--016 1.:36 • 1 UR • R2 B6SDUfAC 17 , , 10 15 2 7 , y" YM 
42 " Unulam\ilized Sen Viall (12) 052·173-007 '0.87 5 2 UR. R2 B6SDUfAC 11 , 2 • 10 1 5 • y§ Yes 
43 87 Underutllized Son Vallay (12) 052·2n-027 1.43 • 1 UR 6 R2B66DU/AC 18 • 4 10 16 2 • • Yeo Yos 


SUBTOTAL 13.34 76 13 151 18 75 " 
UR. 


I Housing Opportunity A I Houslf\il 0 lportunity C Water S8WI!IT 
Um, ... '""' U,,, I I I I J 


SW Jot Status Area (Map I) APN f. Acres BaM Units GP Den ZonIng T VL L AM T VL L M Available? Available? 
-44 29 Vacant RR (8) 07o.1Q0.0.42 1.00 e 0 UR 8 R2 86 80UfACF1F28RSR 16 4 3 9 0 0 0 0 Yes Yes 


SUBTOTAL 1.00 BOO () 0 0 







Tabre-·tA 


UR10 , Housing 0 ",,,' A H .... ' """ C w_ Sowe, 
Urban s.Mce Units .... 


SW Map 101 ..... -_OJ APN. "- Bo .. u,", GPDen """"" T VL L AM T VL L M Available? Available? 
45 .. RR (8) 070-02().037 0.78 , 1 UR 10 R2 B6100UlAC F2 1. • 3 • • • • • Yes Yes 
.6 .. Underutlllud SR(10) o.q..141-002 25 , UR 10 R2 B6 100UfAC '2 11 ,. 31 • • • • Yes Yes 


93 043-1041.045 ,. 043-141-033 
.7 91 Vac:.nt and SR{1-O) 043-1041-020 12' 31 • UR 10 R2 B810DU/Ae or ,. 13 39 • • 0 0 Yes Yes 


92 Undanrtllized 043--141..{)35 
48 .. SR{1 O43-1<><lO4 3.74 " " UR 10 R2 66 100U/AC 75 1. 1. " 0 0 • 0 Yes Yes 


OS 043-144-001 
96 043-144003 I 


4S S7 0<3-1 ....... 


" Underutlllz$d SR(10) 043-1.....,. • .25 61 • UR 10 R2 B610DU/AC 12' 27 25 7. • • • • Yos Yes .. 043-1 ...... . 


50 100 UndllNllllz.d SR(9) 125-251-001 2.54 24 2 UR 10 RR B610AC 52 11 ,. 31 • • • • Yes Yes 
101 125-251-002 
31 125-252-002 


51 102 V_ntand SR(9) ,,....,...,, 13.58 135 ·2 UR 10 RRB61DAC 273 56 55 162 • 0 0 0 Y- Yes 
103 Uncltndlll9d 125-2S2-«M . 


SUBTOTAL 32,73 '" " • , 0 0 


U .... 


Housin Opport1Jn A Housi rtun' C w_ S.....-
Ui'Oan Servk:a U .... .... 


SIleO "" ...... "'" (Map t) APN. ,.".. - Un .. OPDon """1M T VL L AM T VL L M Awilable? AvaIlable? 
52 32 Lllrilfieid (S) Q39.025-0S2 • .57 .. 0 UR 11 R2 66110UfAC 101 21 20 '" 0 0 0 0 Yes Ves 


33 039<12 ..... 
53 OS Larkfield 059-230-071 ,.,. " 0 UR 11 R28611DU/AC " 14 1. 40 0 0 0 0 Yes Yes 


104 03>02&<03 
54 105 Unclerutilized Lar1ditotd (5) 039-025-005 2A3 '" 3 UR 11 R2 B6110UIAC .. 12 11 " 0 0 0 0 Ves Y .. 


108 . 039-02&-071 
65 106 Underutil2ed larkfiald (5) 0311-025.053 4.31 46 4 UR 11 R2 B6110U/AC .. 2. " 56 0 0 0 0 Vos Yos 


107 (130025-054 
56 109 Larldield , 5) -" '.67 , . 1 UR 1:1 R2 B6110U/AC 15 3 3 , • • • 0 Yos Ves 


110 058-'111-006 
112 056-171-023 
113 056-171-024 


57 '" 
_ ... 


.......,,(5) 058-171-025 7." 85 34 UR 11 R2 B6110UIAC 176 ,. 34 1(13 0 0 0 0 Yes Yos 
11. 058-171.032 
117 058-171-039 


",-' '" 058-171-0040 I 
116 Larkfi,td (5) 1.27 " , UR 11 R2B611DUiAC " • , " 0 0 0 0 Vos es 


SUBTOTAL 24.17 ,., .. 0 0 0 0 







Table "(.4-


UR115 
Housing Opportun' A Housing Opportunity C Water .... , 


UrbilnSaIVk:e U"," E>dot 
Sitell 101 st. .. _(Map,", APN# A_ BoM U, .. OP Den Zon!ng T VL L AM T VL L • Ava1lllble? Available? 


" _10 
58 121 V.-cllntanci D43-064<I07 


122 Undarutllized 8R{1;I) !J43.064.O<l8 4.17 01 4 UR 15 RJ B6150U/ACSR 128 Z7 26 75 0 0 0 0 Vos V .. 
12:1 ........... 
124 _" 59 37 Va=antand 8R (5) 125-381-003 5.84 87 1 UR 15 R3 B6 150UlAC 176 36 35 1115 0 0 0 0 Vos Vos 
134 Undllrutl!izecI 125-381-004 


60 ' 120 SR .. - 1.09 10 1 UR 15 R3 B615DU/ACSR 33 7 7 19 0 0 0 0 Vos V" 
128 125-131-029 
127 125-131-030 
128 Und.ruIIlized 8R (9) 125-131-031 2.49 35 8 UR'15 R3 B6 150U/AC 78 17 " 43 0 0 0 0 Vos Vos 
129 125-131-032 
130 125-131..(133 ., 131 Undarutllized 8R (5) 125-131..053 1.32 10 1 UR 15 R3 8615DU/AC 40 8 8 2. 0 0 0 0 V" Vos 


62 13' Undenrtl1lzed 8R(5) 125-381-004 4.95 " 1 UR 15 R3 B6150U/AC 149 30 30 .. 0 0 0 0 Vos VOS 
,SUBTOTAL 19.86 292 . .16 o. 0 0 0 


URi7 
Housi 0,,,,," A HDU5ln Opportunity C We, ..... 


UoJ" """ I TI VL 1 L 1 AM 1 T Available? j S'" 100 st. .. Area APN' ,,"'os BoH U, .. OP Den Zonlna VL L • Available? 
63 13. Underutlllzed RR(8) . 12Q.Q48 0.35 , , UR 17 R3 5617 F2 8R 12 , 2 7 0 0 0 0 


SUBTOTAL , • 0 0 0 0 


UR20 
I Housing Opportunity A I Housing 0 portunity C Water Sewer 


U_ SoM" U,,,. "'" I I I I I SW tOIl! Status Area (Map t) APN , Acres Base Units GP Den Zoning T' Vl l' AM T VL L M Available? Available? 
64 137 Underutilized SonVaUeY(-11) 054-340-033 0..36 7 1 UR 20 R38S20HDSD 15 3 3 9 0 0 0 0 Yes Yes 


SUBTOTAL 0.36 7 1 0 0 0 0 


NOTES: 


U, .. """ ,,"'os "M U,,", 
TOTAl- 11111.91;> 13&3 160_ 


TOTAl- UNITS AllOWEO ON VACANT AND ' 
UNDERunlJZED RESIDENTlALL Y ZONED PRoPERTIES 


Shadedtotlls ra1IecI: the housing pTOgrams. These totals are inthe grand totals. 


Housl Opportunity A Housln Opportunity C 


TIVLILIAM TlvLILI. 
__ 2010 429 .. , 1:181 1091_134 __ 641 416 







,""" • WIl-S9S-1.01. :lI.tI:l 006I-S9S-LOL' 
€OVS6 v';) 'ml!ra <qUIIS anuQAy 'IUtlIugA 05"51'.: 


WWlBAS UOftUULlqJlll : 


N 


\] 


Jsqwnu OIlD\M GJlS IIlqelletr.y [OJ 


o 







SA' SONOHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATIOH USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17101 PAGE 559 
DISTRICT OS-PENNGROVE 


APH CHG TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


(o47-05Z-0Z7 1 138-007 0051 
047-05Z-028 1 138-007 0057 


( 
(047-071-011 


. [:047-082-001 
047-082-008 


\\ S \.. 047-082-02:2. 
1),10 


1 138-007 0052 
(I 13S-007 0050 
1 138-007 0052. 
1 13S-007 0051 


II" 
"'\() 
1>,0. 


047-062-023 1 138-007 0051 
047-082-026 1 138-007 0051 
047-082-03D 1 138-007 0051 
047-082-031 1 138-007 0051 
047-082-035 1 138-007 0051 
047-082-036 1 158-007 0051 
047-082.-037 1 138-007 0051 
047-082-038 1 138-007 0052 
047-082-046 1 0-000 0000 


.' ,'0:41;'083-';'006 1,138-007 0052 
047-085-019 1 138-007 0057 
047-083-020 1 138-007 0056 
04?-083-021 1 138-007 0056 


RATE 541.00 
ESD COMPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


RATE2 0.00 
HAHE COHHENT SITUS 


ADDRESS 
1.00 
1.80 
2.00 


541.00 He HUGH B ELAINE ET AL 
973.80 BRAYTON STANLEY W 


1082.00 TENNYSON HELEN 
.00 WILKINSON JAMES CARTER TR 


1514.80 GOSSAGE JOSEPHINE A TR 
541.00 TARCA HADELINE R TR 
541.00 HEIKELL EVELYN 


SfD CHS 7092) 01997 ,1411 
SFD+GU 00-0470 00-0417 02001 ion 


2SFD A4S47 795 
HAIN3HHI0LATS 00-0384 00-0051 ,., 
2. RES.+HOBILE 
1 SFD 


1 SFD 


.00 
2.80 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 HENDERSON ALLAN E 8 VANETTA J 1 SFD 


114161 405 
.A4704 6167 
114705 6171 
A4198 6061 
114540 530. 
44.541 520 


541.00 HOORE LAWRENCE D & SHEILA R 
541.00 HUNT JOHN S & DONNA J 
541.00 ORR HORHAN 
541.00 TUFT JED L & CONNIE A 
541.00 QCHS LOIS H TR 


1 SFD 


1 SFD 
SFD PLNCHK 01-436 A4542 
1 SFD 
1 SFD 


6079 
114545 501 
A4544 503 


Z.OO 1082.00 HENDERSON ALLAN E 8 VANETTA J 2 SFD 114197 6055 
1.00 541.00 
3.00 1623.00 BURKE BRIAN H 


SFD 01-0279 
3 SFD A4158 6075 


2.00 108Z.00 MILLER EUGENE A & PHYLLIS F TR ZSFD 2LAT 99-0503 99-0069(005) 408 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 CASTELLI ANTONIO 
541.00 HEAGLEV DARRElYN ET AL 


SFD 99-053 A4158 
SFD 99-05D3 99-0069 WAS 005 


40. 


400 


PENNGROVE 
PENNGROVE 
GOODWIN 
PENNGROVE 
RONSHElHER 
OLD REDWOOD HNY 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
OLD REDWOOD HNY 
PALH 
PALH 
OLD REDWOOD HlfY 
RONSHEIHER 
ROHSHEIHER 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 


OLD REDWOOD HIfY 
RDNSHIEHER 
RDNSHEIHER 
RONSHEIHER 


./ (14.7.70_84;"003 1 138-008 DG90 35.2.0 19043.20 VALCESCtiIMI HAROLD 8: JOAN TR 41 HH"DUPLX"COTTAGE 114620 6G70 OLD REDWOOD HMV 
ADOBE 


( 


047-084-004 1 138-008 0320 3.8G 20S5.BO BRANDAL THDMAS & KATHY SEE APH & UP 9989 1648 A4645 100 
047-084-005 1 138-008 0051 
047-084-007 1 138-008 0010 


1 138-008 0010 
1 138-008 0051 


047-091-013 1 138-008 DOS, 
047-091-018 1 138-008 0051 


1.80' 973.80 COOK CLARENCE D & EDITH H 
975.80 CHEEK DONALD T & PATRICIA A 


SFD + GU 
SFD + GU 1.BO 


1.00 
1.00 


541.00 JOSEPH C & VIRGINI SFD 
541.00 CAHPBElL ROBERT H 8 PAULA G 1 SFD 


2.00 108Z.00 WHITE SCOTT ET Al 2 SFD 
1.00 .541.00 BECKMANN RALPH & GAIL ALTSCHUL 1 SFD 


A4650 .162 
A4128 240 
A4637 186 
A4190 8815 
114150 355 
A4177 8925 


ADOBE. 
ADOBE 
ADOBE 
PETALUHA HILL 
ADOBE '. 
PETALUHA HILL 


SA> SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATI0N USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17101 PAGE 560 
DISTRICT OS-PENNGROVE 


APH eHG TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


047-Q91-0Z0 7 138-006 0940 
047-091-0Z8 6 138-_008 0940 


1 138-008 0052 
1 138-008 0051 


047-091-050 1 138-008 0051 
047-091-052 1 138-008 0051 
047-091-053 0 138-008 0000 
047-091-058 1 138-008 0051 


,/047."':152';'002 1 138-007 0052 
047-152-003 1 138-007 0052 


047-152-004 0 138-007 0052 
047-152-006 1 138-007 0052 
047-152.-008 1 138-007 0051 
047-152-009 1 138-007 0010 
047-152-010 1 138-007 0042 
047-152-011 1 138-007 0320 
047-152-013 0 138-001 0052 


1 138-007 0052 
1 138-007 0054 


047-152-016 1 138-007 0010 
047-152-017 1 138-007 0010 


RATE 541.00 
ESD COMPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


RATE2, 0.00 
HAHE COMHENT SITUS 


. ADDRESS 
7.68 4154.88 PENNGROVE SCHOOL DISTRICT SCHaOL INV ADA 114742 8945 


.00 .OG PETALUHA CITY SCHOOL DIST OF T NT PUBLIC CNEC) 
9.00 4869.00 TERRIBILIHI JOSEPH & VIRGINIA 5 SFD-l APT-2 DUp· 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


.00 


1.00 
1.00 


541.00 SHAW JANET Y TR 
541.00 GOLDBECK KENNETH & TOBIE 


SFDCHS8D71) 
SFD{HS8071) 


541.00 BONELLI RICHARD J & ANTOINETTE SFD 
.00 BONELLI RICHARD & ANTOINETTE VAt 


541.00 GROSSMANN RICHARD J & LAURA A SFD 
541.00 PINE LORRAINE H TR SFD V: 4/97 


o 
A4528 2:25 


114135 8905 
44136 8845 


125 
125 


99-0187 603 
. MIZl 260 


7.40 4003.40 KEPA ALICE ESTELLA TR 
.00 .00 SCHWARTZ SYLVIA TR 


SFD/APT DLPX 4MH 3COHH OFFICE 5601 
NOT CONNECTED 5609 


2.00 1082.00 LEE WINSTON WING & PUI KWAN TR 2. SFD 
1.00 541.00 SEPPA EHIL H & HARlE S TR ET A 1 SFD 
2.00 1082.00 SCHWARTZ SYLVIA 
5.60 3029.60 BENSON INVESTHENTS INC 
1.80 


.00 


973.80 BENSON INVESTMENTS INC 
.00 PINE LORRAINE H TR 


4.80 2596.80 PINE LORRAINE H TR 
B65.60 KEPA ALICE ESTELLA TR 
541.00 LA HONICA JOSINE ET AL 
541.00 WRIGHT GREG M 


>SFD 


.5 APT U + DPL)( 
8900 Sr WAREHOUSE 
NOT CONNECTED 
4 RES - 1 HOBILE 
2 HOBILES SEE FILE 
SFD 


SFD 


A4195 5621 
A4611 217 
114667 5615 


01524 A4535 5675 
A46lfJ 5701 


230 


44119 204 
150 


01321 211 
01622 205 


PETALUHA HILL 
NONE 
ADOBE 
PETALUMA HILL 
PETAlllllA HILL 
ADOBE 
ADOBE 
HATSONS 
GOODWIN 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
OLD REDWOOD HIfV 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
HATCHERY 
OLD REDWOOD HItY 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
OLD REDWOOD HWV 
GOODWIN 
DENHAM 


047-152-018 1 138-007 0051 () 047-152-019 0 138-007 0050 


1.60 
1.00 
1.00 


1.00 


.00 


.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 LAIN CONNIE SFD 


.00 LEE WINSTON WING & PUI KHAN TR VAC 


.00 lEE WINSTON WING & PUI KHAN TR VAC 
541.00 LEE WINSTON WING & PUI KHAN TR SFD 
541.00 LEE WINSTON WING & PUI KWAN TR SFD 


01625 
7863 


20; 


o 


DENHAN 
HATCHERY 
HATCHERY 
HATCHERY 
GOODWIN 


047.-152-020 
047-152-0Zl 


138-007 0050 
138-007 0051 


047-152-022 1 138-007 0051 
/[,11_47;153:;'004 1 13S-007 0051 541.00 CREIGHTON DORIS A .TR 1 SFD 


7863 0 


7863 6609 1704 A4194 630 
7863 6609 1704 114194 638 


114612 220 


GOODWIN 
GOODWIN 
GOODWIN 
HATt:HERY 


r. 







_ zo 


- >-?-
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SA' COUNTY WATER ASENCY SAHITIATIOH USER LISTING 10/17101 PAGE 561 
DISTRICT DB-PENNGROVE 


APN CHG TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


047-153-005 1 138-007 0051 
047-153-006 1 138-007 0052 
047-153-007 1 138-007 0051 
047-153-006 0 138-007 DOS4 
047-153-009 1 138-007 0052 
047-153-010 1 138-007 0280 


047-153-011 0 138-007 0054 
047-153-014 1 138-007 0051 
047-153-018 1 138-007 0051 
047-153-02D 1 138-007 0057 


047-153-021 1 138-007 0051 
047-153-022 1 138-007 0051 
047-153-023 1 138-,007 0051 


6 138-008 0941 


047-161-006 0 138-008 0100 
.... ,/'{047;"162':'006 1 138-008 0010 


047-162-007 1 138-008 0052 
047-162-008 1 138-008 0010 


047-162-009 1 138-008 0051 


RATE2 D.-DO RATE 541.00 
ESD COMPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


NAME COMMENT SITUS 
ADDRESS 


1.00 541.00 BOTTARINI GEORGE R JR & PHVLLI 1 SFD A4522 5797 
A4185 5865 
A4S23 5703 


t.oo 1082.00 GARZOLI STELLA" TR 
1.00 


.00 
541.00 HOAR MARILYNHE SETAL 


.00 HOAR MARILYNNE SETAL 
Z.OD 1082.00 BOTTARINI GEORGE TR ET AL 
4.40 2380.40 BonARIHI GEORGE TR ET AL 


.00 BOnARIN! GEORGE TR ET AL 


Z SPO 
, SFD 


VACANT 
, SFD 


5721 
A4614 5739 


60 SEAT BAR + 4 BAY. GAR A4521 5745 
VACANT/RZI0453 .00 


1.00 
1.00 
1.60 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.70 
.00 


1.00 


541.00 BUTTERWORTH ROBERT C & JACQUEl 1 SFD 
5795 


. A4546 80Z 
A4613 2:2:2: 541.00 ORSINI JAMES J , SPO 


973-.80 KOBROFSKY HARVIN & RITA ET AL SFD+GRANNY 8094 7673 A473Z 800 


541.00 HORN JAMES l & CELESTE Y 
541.00 LUTZ JAMES E & NORHA L TR 
541.00 STUTRUD ADRIENE 


SF. 
SPO 


SF. 


._/ 


742:4 6681 Z10 
6962 6681 2:Z0 


A4733 Z30 
919.70 RANCHO ADOBE FIRE PROTECTIDN 0 NT 2:0355 20472 A418 11007 


.00 SESSI HARTIN TR ET AL 
541.00 ALHEIDA JOSEPH & HARlE TR 


LAT BLDGSEWeR 01-411 ·NO DCC 10098 


Z.OO 1082.00 LEWIS RICHARD H & ANDREA L 
1 SfD 


ZSFD 


SFD 


A4608 99&1 
A4648 498 
A4514 9971 
A4515 500 


1.011 
1.00 


541.00 PORTELLI FRANK & JOLENE 


OLD REDWOOD HNY 
REDWOOD 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
OLD REDWOOD HMV 


OLD REDWOOD 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
OLD REDWODD HWY 
GOODWIN 
HATCHERY 
GOODWIN 


HILA HAE 
NILA MAE 
NIlA HAE 
PETALUMA HILL 
HAIN 
GROVE 
ADOBE 
GRDVE 
ADOIIE 


047-162-011 1 138-008 0051 1.00 


541.00 SIH CYRIL HOOGEEL & JAE KYUNG 1 SFD 


541.00 RICHMOND BRADFORD S & JANE E SFD V3NOV98 9885 
01091 9997 


8592 0420 9991 


GROVE 
047-162.-012 ,I 138-008 0010 . 1.00 541.00 ORHE BONNIE SFD GROVE 


1 138-006 0052 1.80 973.80 ROEHER FRED W SFD + GRANNY GROVE 


047-162-0}4 1 158-008 0051 
047-162-015 1 138-008 0010 
047-162-016 . 1 138-0011 0010 


1 138-0011 -0010 


047-164-003 1 0010 


1.80 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


973.80 BROMN KRISTIN E 
541.00 SANTERO BARRY J & LOIS B TR 


SFD + GU 
SPO 


541.00 REICHARDT JAMES D & ALLISON C SFD 
541.00 CALLEN TIHOTHY J & MARLENE 1 SFD 
541.00 BRANT KENNETH L & HARIlYH N 'rR 1 SFD 


80az 7705 A470S 269 
8084 285, 


8083 291 
A4549 309 
A4520 301 


WOODWARD 
WOODWARD 
WODDWARD 
DAK 
DAK 


SAIl SONOHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORY LISTING 16/17101 PAGE 562 
DISTRICT a8-PENNGROVE 


APN CHO TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


1 1311-008 0051 
047-164-011 1 1311-0D8 0010 
047-164-013 1 138-008 0010 
047-164-014 1 138-008 0010 
047-164-016 1 138-008 0010 
047-164-017 1 138-008 0032 
047-164-018 1 138-008 0051 
047-164-019 0 138-0611 0000 


io47:"-i6S";'003 1 138-008 OOSl 


047-165-004 1 138-008 0010 
047-165-005 1 138-008 0057 
047-165-006 1 138-008 0051 
047-165-007 1 138-008 0010 
047-165-008 1 138-008 0010 
047-165-009 1 138-008 0010 
047-165-010 1 138-008 0010 
047-165-011 1 138-008 0010 
047-165-012 1 138-008 0010 


/ 
1 138-0011 0010 


. 047-166-003 1 138-008 0051 
047-166-004 0 138-008 0005 
047-166-005 1 138-008 0022 
047-166-006 1 138-008 0051 
047-166-007 1 138-008 0051 
047-166-010 1 138-008 0051 
047-166.,011 0 138-008 0054 
047-166-012: 0 138-008 0050 


RATE 541.00 RATE2 0.00 
NAHE 


1.00 541.00 KANDY INYESTMENTS LLC ET AL 
1.00 541.00 LIBERATI LOUIS R & JOlYNE D 
1.00 541.00 WURST TIMDTHY C & JANICE I 


1.BO 973.80 Ht CLELLAND EARTHA D 
1.00 541.00 GREFFLY WILLIAM J 8 GLENDA K 
Z.60 1406.60 SOMMERS JEFFREY L 


541.00 JAHES JULIE ET'AL 
.00 DEMPSEY SETH & JOHANNA 


541.00 FECHTER GAREH DALE ET AL 
541.00 RElS JEFFREY DEAN 
973.80 PROULX ALBERT G & ANDREA l 


COHMENT 


PC - BAHNSEH SUB 
, SFD 


·SFD 


SFD + APT 


SFD 


SFD+DUPLEX 
SFD . 


VAC 
, SPO 


SFD 
SFDof-CRANNY 


SIlllS 
ADDRESS 


41305 A4530 10025 GRDVE 
146 205 


00872: 270 
A4146 286 
A4640 409 
A4MO 416 
A4147 292 


EAST 
IfOOQWARD 
WOODWARD 
DAK 


DAK 


WOODWARD 
GROVE 


1.00 
.00 


1.00 


1.00 


1.80 


1.00 


1.00 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 PIAZZA JAMES A & ANNETTE H ET 1 SFD 


o 
A4189 714 
A462:6 9996 


30691 A4625 9994 
A46Z4 9995 


OLD ADOBE 
WOODWARD 
WOODWARD 
WOODWARD 
",OODNARD 


GROVE 
GRDVE 
GROVE 
GRDVE 


.00 


1.80 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
•• 0 


.00 


541.00 WACKER GREGORY HARYIN & SFD Lon 6297 6131 5785 A4192 325 


541.00 WALSH JOHN T & JDAN H 
541.00 HASLAM GERALD W & JANICE E 
541.00 ADAHS STEPHAN M 


SFD LOTZ 6Z98 6131 5785 A4192 9990 
SFD+APT 01-422 6298 6131 A4192 9986 
SFD LOT4 A4192 9980 


541.00 CONLON J PATRICK & PATRICIA S SFD LOTS 6300 6131 5785 A4192 9970 
541.00 OYA GENE D & ANN H TR 
541.00 PEROTTI DAVID M & KIMBERLY 0 
541.00 WILLIAMSON LOTTIE PEARL 


.00 HOWE KEN ET AL 
975.80 JENSEN DOUGLAS A & NANCY A 
541.00 HICKS JAMES P & CINDY L 
541.00 HOWE KEH ET Al 


54l.00 LICHAU GLORIA TR 
.00 HOWE KEH ET AL 
.00 LICHAU GLORIA J 


SFD LOT7 6301 6131 5785 A4192 
SFD lDT6 6302 6131 5785 A4192 
, SFD A4145 
4CAR GARAGE Vl7AUG98 


620 


355 


264 


10050 
SFD + GRANNY 
1 SFD 


'SPO 
, SPO 


9236 A4173 10020 
A415Z 100Z8 
A4176 10050 
A4175 450 


VACANT 2.63ACRE V17AUG96 
DRIYEWAYIEASEHENT V17AUG98 


10050 .. , 


oLD ADDBE 
WOODWARD 
EAST 
GROVE 
GROVE 
GROYE 
GROVE 
WOODWARD 
GROVE 
WOODWARD 


• 


• 


• 







SAil SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGEliC'r' SANITIATION USER LISTING 10/17101 PAGE 563 
DISTRICT RATE 541.0D RATEZ 0.00 


v 
APH CHG TRA USE 


CD. CD. 


158-o0B 0051 
047-166-014 138-008 0010 


047-166-015 138-008 0010 
138-008 0010 


047-166-017 138-008 0051 


047-166-018 138-008 0010 


047-166-019 1 138-008 0010 
047-166-021 138-008 0010 


047-166-022 136-008 0010 


047-166-023 1 138-008 0320 


047-166-02:4 


047-166-025 


047-166-026 


138-008 0690 
138-008 0320 
138-008 069IJ 


047-166-028 .1 158-008 0010 
047-166-029 1 158-008 0051 
047-166-030 1311-008 0329 


047-166-031 138-008 0051 


047-166-032 1 138-008 0057 
047-166-033 1 138-008 0051 


047-166-034 1 136-008 0010 
138-008 0051 


047-166-036 138-008 0050 


047-165-037 138-00& 0010 
047-166-038 138-008 0010 
047-166-039 .1 138-008 0010 
047-166-040 138-00& 0010 
047-166-041 1 138-008 0010 


ESD COHPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


NAME COMMENT SITUS 
ADDRESS 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.80 
1.00 


1.00 
1.0(1 


1.00 


1.28 
.00 


1.00 


541.00 KALOGIANNIS JOHN P & HARIE E T 1 SFD 
541.00 FISHHAN WILLIAH R & HARGARET H SFD 
541.00 HEDINA EMIL ET AL 
541.00 STANORING LOIS 
973.80 NISSEN NAHHEN B TR 
541.00 NISSEN NAHHEN B TR 
541.00 HARCUS CORY 
541.00 VISE ROGER H & TERESA A 
541.00 SHAW LINDA LEE TR 
692.48 NISSEN NAHHEN B TR 


.00 PENNGROVE SOCIAL FIREHEN 
541.00 NEGRO ANTHONY C & REBEKAH L 


SFD 
SFD 
SFD + HH 
SFD 
SFD V17AUG98 
SFD 
SFD 
6400 SF WAREHOUSE 


A4168 460 
00553 240 
A4183 
00554 


200 


50' 
01121/A4702. 502: 


A4701 500 
A41Z6 470 
A4115 308 
MIS7 300 
A4703 11790 


2.00 1082.00 PENNGROVE SOCIAL FIREMEN 


PENNGROVE COHMUNITY P.ARK 11800 
WHSE A4736 11830 
SFD+RSTRHS V3NOV98 7429 A4550 11850 


1.00 
1.00 


541.00 BENDER BERNARD J & REBECCA 
541.00 CUHMINGS BANO 


2.00 1082.00 T C ENTERPRISES 


SFn A4531 
SFD 
HINI STRGE+SFD 99-0346 


71. 
01Z92 718 


1.00 
1.80 


541.00 CHRETIEN DENIS N & JACQUELINE SFD 
120 


A4156 5868 
100!i6 10053 8416 804 973.80 KALAH MOHAMMAD & SONIA SFD+GRANNY 


1.00 - 541.00 KROLAK PAUL ROBERT & JANET L T SFD 00528249 '0' 
8415 808 


Bl0 


o 
96-0067 400 


410 


41256 420 
41131 440 


1.00 
1.00 
,.00 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 DAHaN C & JANET A SFD 
541.00 tERESA SCOTT B & JACQUELINE LE.SFD 01628430 


.00 KISSHANN GUNNART & SAllY M ET· VAC 
541.00 TUCK FRED JAHES & CINDY HAR SFD 
541.00 TUSLER ANTHONY -F TR ET Al 
541.00 FLORES RENE E JR 


SFD 
SFD LOT 3 


541.00 EVANS CHARLES H & HANHELORE J SFD LOT 4 
541.00 CARPENTER E STAR ET At SFD 41387 • 


WOODWARD 
EAST 
EAST 
OAK 
OAK 
OAK 
OAK 
OAK 
OAK 
HAIN 
HAIN, 
HAIN 
HAIN 
WOODWARD 
WOODWARD 
WOODWARD 
OLD REDWOOD 
lIcHAU NOODS 
LICHAU WOODS 
LICHAU WOODS 
LICHAU WOODS 
NONE 
DAK 
OAK. 
DAK"'- -


DAK 
DAK 


(,,,: SAB SONOHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORY LISTINL> - 10/17/01 PAGE 564' 


iff.} 03 


DISTRICT DB-PENNGROVE 
APH CHG TRA USE 


CD. CD. 


047-166-042: 1 138-008 0051 
047-166-043 . 6 138-008 0850 
041-166-044 1 138-008 0052 
041-166-045 0 138-008 0001 


1 138-008 0010 
1 138-008 0010 


047-171-006 1 138-008 0010 
047-171-011 1 138-008 0010 
047-171-013 1 138-008 0010 
047-171-015 1 138-0U8 0010 
047-171-016 1 138-008 0010 
047-171-017 1 138-00B 0010 
047-171-022 1 138-00B 0010 
047-171-023 1 138-00B 0010 
047-171-025 1 138-008 0010 
047-171-026 0 138-00B DODO 
047-171-027 0 138-008 0000 
047-171-028 1 138-008 0010 
047-171-029 1 138-008 0010 
047-171-030 1 138-008 Dolo 


(..) 
047-171-031 0 138-008 0001 
047-171-032 1 138-008 0010 
047-171-033 '0 138-008 0001 
047-171-034 0 138-008 0001 
047-171-036 138-008 0010 
047-171-037 138-008 0010 
047-171-039' 1 138-008 0010 


RATE 541.00 
ESD COMPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


RATE2 0.00 
NAME 


541.00 ROBIN MDHIKA 


COHMENT 


SFD LOT 6 
.00 NORTHWESTERN PACIFIC RAILROAD NT VACANT 


973.80 BOYSEN SOENKE G & HARRIET C TR SFD+GU 


SITUS 
ADDRESS 


41126 480 DAK 


41'117 A4144 o 


1.00 
.00 


1.80 
.00 


1.80 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


.00 


.00 STANDRING LOIS 
973.80 HITCHCOCK FRANCES J 


VACANT+LAT 0.37ACRE 
SFD-": cu 


97-0333 400 
M137 9990 


HONE 
EAST 
BANNON 
DAK 
WOODWARD 
NUoDWARD 
WOODWARD 
DAK 


.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


.00 
1.00 


.00 


.DD 
1.00 
1.00 


1.00 


541.00 BELL TIMOTHY JAHES & JENNIFER SFD+LATERAL 
541.00 SLACK RONALD JR & LORI 
B4l.0o-HICKlES LINDSAY H TR 
541.00 pERKINS ELSBErH TR 
541.00 He RAE JOHN & HOIRA AGNES 
541.00 CLARK JIM W-& CINDY A 
541.00 PAllMAHN MARYANNE 
541.00 DAVIDSON-STEVEN 
541.00 BORDESSA JERRY A & JEAN H 
541.00 DE HAAN ABEL & FRANCES 


.00 KINT THOMAS M & HARlE J 


.00 KINT THOMAS H & HARlE J 
541.00 GOLDBECK ELLA K TR 
541.00 HaRRIS ROBERT H ET AL 


SFD 
1 SF»_ 


lSFD 
SFD 
SFD 
SFD 
SFD 
SFD 
SFD 
VACANT 
VACANT 
SFD 
SFD 


541.00 OSBORN CHARLES R & PAULINE I _ SFD 
.00 KINT THOMAS & HARlE J 


541.00 KIHT THOMAS H & HARlE J 
.00 K1HT THOMAS H & HARlE J 
.00 KIHT THDHAS H & MARIE J 


541.00 CERHAK FRANK S & 'KATHLEEN M 


VAC 
SFD 
VAC 
VAC 
SFD+SHDP 


541.00 sTEPHENSON HATTHEW & SFD 
541.00 DIDN JEFFREY THOMAS & JOY-LORR SFD 


99-0135 A4196 265 
00631 263 
1\4629 275 
A4114 9936 


4789 9996 
01120 9993 
M744 261 


99.0 
30671 30635 9968 


4895 9982 
9980 
9982 


DAK 
DAK 
WOODWARD 
OAK 
DAK 
OAK 
DAK 
DAK 


M110 _0_ NONE 
01515 9956 
44164 9984 


o 
5883 9986 


·0 


o 
44105 9950 


97-0437 97-:,0434 100 
97-0434 - lZ0 


DAK 
DAK 
NONE 
DAK 
NONE 
NONE 
DAK 
EICHTEN 
EICHTEN 







SAB SONOHA COUNTY WATER AGENCV SANITIATION USER INVEHTDRY LISTING 10/17/01 PAGE 565 
DISTRICT 08-PENNGROVE 


APN CHG TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


047-171-040 1 138-008 001 
047-171-041 1 138-008 0010 


1 138-008 0010 
047-17Z-004 1 138-008 0010 
047-172-005 1 138-006 0010 


1 138-006 0010 
047-172-007 1 138-006 0010 
,047-172-008 1 138-008 0010 


,J 047-173':'002. 1 138-008 0010 
047-173-003 1 138-008 0710 
047-173-004 0 138-008 0711 
047-173-005 1 138-008 0010 
047-173-007 1 138-008 0640 
047-173-006 1 138-008 0780 
047-173-009 1 138-008 0328 
047-173-010 1 138-008 0113 
047-175-011 1 138-008 0010 
047-173-01.2 1 138-008 0010 
047-173-016 1 138-008 0051 
047-173-017 1 138-006 0010 
047-173-018 0 138-006 0100 


(047--:-174,"'003 1 138-006 0010 
047-174-004 1 138-006 0010 
047-174-005 1 138-008 0010 
047-174-006 1 138-006 0010 
047-174-,008 1 138-008 0112 
047-174-009 0 138-008 0811 


RATE 541. 00 
ESD COHPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


RATEZ 0.00 
NAME COHMENT SITUS 


ADDRESS 
1.00 
1.00 
loU 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


.00 


541.00 WOLLENBERGER LOUIS VERNON ET A SFD 98-008.2 97-0434 140 
98-0199 97-0434 160 


A4630 289 
285 


A41SS 2S6 


49Z2 254 


EICHTEH 
EICHTEN 


1.00 
LOti 


LOO 


1.16 


541.00 LIBOR CURTIS A 
541.00 SHAlAGIN SERGE R 
541.00 CHILTON FRANK B & JOAN D TR 
541.00 KOONCE RUSSELL I & RHEAHA S 
541.00 HARKS JOVCE K & RICHARD 
541.00 WACKER LISETTE 
541.00 WACKER EARL TR ET AL 
541.00 SILVEIRA TROY R ET Al 
541.00 PENNGROVE COMHUNITV CHURCH 


.00 PENNGROVE COMMUNITY CHURCH 
541. 00 LENTZ ALICE ,G 
541.00 PENNGROVE SOCIAL FIREMEN 
541.00 HUTCHINSON GERALD KELLY 
627.56 HAYFIELD CLYDE A 


SFD 


I SFD 
SF. 
SF. 
SFD LOT .2 HS 8341 
SFD LOT 3 
SFD LOT 4 
I SFD 


4955 4940. 4816 271 
4955 4940 4816 279 


CHUR<:. 
PARKING LOT 
I SFD 


LODGE HALL 
FIREHOUSE VOLUNTEER 
2WHSElOFF+/RETAIL 


A4543 9947 
A4130 9970 


4.00 2164.00 TERRIBIlINI JOSEPH C & VIRGINI COHHERCIAL3UNITS+SFD 


9971 
Mla8 9985 
A4601 385 
A4154 365 
A4166 9550 
A4178 10010 
A4174 361 1.00 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


.00 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 DLUZAK CHRISTOPHER 
541 :00 SARASY LE ANNE S & BRIAN P 
541.00 PENNGROVE COHHUNITY CHURCH 
541.00 PENNGROVE COHHUNITY CHURCH 


.00 HOHDlHO B-lLL JACK 8: LUCY 
541.00 BRANT DARREL H & LAURIE E 
541.00 SILVA HAROLD E .JR 
541.00 HEYER THOMAS G 8: SHELLY A 
541.00 t£IER VAIRA TR 


5.00 1623.00 NISSEN NAHKEN B TR 
• DO .00 NISSEN HAHMEN B TR 


I SFD 


1 SFD A4109 9937 
SFD A4127 9989 
SFD A4131 9995 
VACANT 0.44ACRE Vl7AUG98 9500 
I SFD 
lSFD 


I SFD 


I SFD 
COHMERCIAL3UNITS 
UTILITY EASEMENT 


A4619 280 
A4743 282 
A4519 286 
A4718'" .290 
A4703 10070 


10078 


OAK 


OAK 


WOODWARD 
WOODWARD 
OAK 


OAK 
0 .. 


OAK 


OAK 


OAK 


WOODWARD 
WOODWARD 
PETALUHA HILL 
HAIN 
WOODWARD 
OAK 


OAK 


OAK 
HAIN 
OAK 


OAK 


OAl< 


OAl< 


HAIN 
HAIN 


SAIl COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17/01 PAGE 566 
DISTRICT 08-PENNGROVE 


APN CHG 'JRA USE 
CD. CD. 


047-174-012 1 138-008 0010 
047-174-014 1 138-008 0051 


)47-174-015 
• If4.7f'.l8kOD l, 


1 13e-008 0010 
1 138-008 0010 


047-181-003 1 13B-008 0010 
047-181.-004 1 13e-DOB 0110 
047-181-008 0 138-008 0100 
047-181-809 1 13e-008 0121 
047-181-011 1 138-008 0081 
047-181-014 1 138-008 0010 
047-181-015 


.A\1. L 047-161-016 
_ Ii} J 0'7-181-01' 


047-181-0.20 


1 136-008 0720 
1 136-008 0170 
1 138-008 0023 
1 138-008 0393 


c 


047-181-027 0 138-008 0851 
047-181-0.28 0 138-008 0001 
047-181-030 1 138-006 0113 
047-181-032 0 138-008 0100 
047-181-033 1 138-008"0202 
047-181-034 1 138-008 0010 
047-181-035 1 138-008 0052 
047-181-038 1 138-006 0320 
047-181-039 1 138-008 DIll 
047-181-040 1 138-008 0341 


1 138-006 0051 
047-191-010 1 138-006 0051 


1 138-008 0051 


RATE 541.00 
ESD COMPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


RATE2 0.00 
NAHE COMMENT SITUS 


ADDRESS" 
541."0 HC CLIHTOCK ESTHER L TR 
541.00 KNOLL DANIEL D & MARTHA E 


SFD 


SFD 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


5ijl.00 FRANCIS DAVID H & EILEEN fl SFD 
541.00 HEYER KRISTIN LUND & MICHAEL D 1 SFD 


A4106 201 
7580 OBZ3 Z78 


Z7. 
A4148 9483 


1.00 541.00 SCOTT HARK S JR 
1.00 541.00 MERTES ANTHONY U TR 


.00 .00 HERPICK JOHN 
1.87 1011.67 CURRAN PATRICK J 
1.80 973.80 TRIHHER DIANE B ET AL 
1.00 541.00 ZASTROW CHARLES J 


973.80 CAESAR! GEORGE TR 
S41.UO MAZZIE RALPH H TR 


1514.80 THURSTON SCOTT W & MARY JO 


1 SFD A4532 9575 
RETAIL STORE A4734 -9575 
VACANT 9901 
BEAUTY SHOP RETAIL BAR A4169 10009 
SEE FILE A4191 10045 
1 SFD A4524 11051 
1 SFD + TLR 
POST OFFICE 
ZSFD+GU 00-0406 99-0478 


1.80 
1.00 
2..80 
1.00 


-.00 
.00 


541.00 SORENSEN PHILLIP & CATHERINE T INn 


A4725 11201 
01051 11401 


ZZ8 
A4133 6040 


10037 
11601 


A4636 9595 


.00 MYLES GEORGE & GLADYS M 


.00 HOSHELL ADELINE H 
R/lj 


HOT CONNECTED 
2:.60 1406.60 RAER LEWIS MICHAEL & JANET GLI SEE FILE 


.OU MERTES ANTHONY U TR VACANT LOT .00 


1.00 
1.00 


541.00 LASLEY SPENCER H & LISA K ET A COML 
541.00 STEVENSON CINDY 


2.00 1082.00 BONELLI SHARON M 
ISFD 


2 SFD 


9585 


A4167 9555 
A4149 9543 
A4132 360 


1.00 541.00 MYLES GEORGE F & GLADYS H TR FEED STORE 81.23 8111 10035 
3.20 1731.20 Tot1ROSE WILLIAM 3 APTS + Z OFFICES A4715 9591 
1.00 
l.BO 


1.00 
1.80 


541.00 BUCHANAN JACK D & lEWELLA TR COLD STORAGE 
973.80 PHILLIPS DONALD H SFD + HH 
541.00 FUENTES SALVADDRE & GEORGIA N I-SFD 
973.80. SOARES DOROTHY E TR SFD + GU 


A414D 6030 
6676 A4632: 8840 


A4731 487 
A4737 505 


WOODWARD 
OAK 


OAK 


HAIN 
PETALUM", HILL 
HAIN 
HAIN 
MAIN 
itAIII 
PETALUHA HIll 
MAIN 
PETALUMA HILL 
ADOBE 
OLD REDWOOD 
HAIN 
PETALUHA HILL 
MAIN 
HAIN 
HAIN 
HAIN 
ADOBE 
HAlN -


HAIN 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
PETALUHA HILL 
ADOBE 
ADOBE 


• 


• 


• 







SAS SOHOHA COUHTY WATER AGEHCY SAHITIATION USER INVEHTORY LISTING 10/17101 PAGE 567 
DISTRICT OB-PEHHGROVE RATEi: 0.00 


'PH CH[; TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


RATE 541.00 
ESD COHPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE H'HE COHHENT SITUS 


ADDRESS 


(.; 
047-191-014 1 136-008 0052 
047-191-016 1 138-008 0051 
047-191-017 1 138-008 0051 
047-191-018 1 138-008 0051 
047-191-026 1 138-008 0010 
047-191-030 1 138-008 0051 
047-191-040 1 138-008 0051 
047-191-041 1 138-008 0051 
047-191-04Z 1 138-008 0051 
047-191-043 1 138-008 0051 
047-191-044 1 138-008 0035 
047-191-045 1 138-008 0010 
047-191-046 i 138-008 0052 
047-191-047 1 138-008 0051 
D47-191-048 1 138-008 OOSZ 
047-191-049 1 138-008 0051 
047-191-050 0 138-008 0051 


/041;"zizI-002 
047-Z12-003 


o 138-007 OoSO 
1 138-007 0051 


047-212-004 1 138-007 0051 
047-Z12-005 0 138-007 0050 


../ 1 136-011 0113 
047-Z13-005 1 138-011 OZ80 
047-Z13-009 0 138-011 0101 


);;-047:'"21'4;-005 1 138-007 


2.00 10820.00 ESTRADA HICHAEL E & PATRICIA H 2 SFD 
1. DO 


1.00 
1.00 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 BAUBARTEH ROSS & THERESA ANNE 1 SFD 
541.00 WHEELER TREVOR J 1 SFD 
541.00'NOWELL TIHOTHY G 1 SFD 


541.00 SAVEL RICHARD L & ARLENE ET AL 1 SFD 
541.00 TARCA JOHN C & TERRI l 
541.00 cHOPNAK CHARLENE H ET AI. 


lSFD 
lSFD 


1.00 541.00 SULLIVAN ELIZABETH S SF» 
1.00 541.00 CAPDAREST JEAN B & TRAUTE E SFD 
1.00 541.00 CAPDAREST JEAN.B & TRilurE E SFD 
3.20 1731.20 CAPDAREST JEAN B & TRAUTE E 2 DPX 
1.00 541.00 HC ClJLLOCH SCOTT W & CAROL E SFD 
2.60 1406.60 DEHPSEY JACK A & VICTORIA SFD + 2 APTS 


A42.00 475 
A414Z 8920 
A4533 6850 
A4518 6764 
A4644 511 
A4141 489 
A411Z 447 


3800 3779 449 
A450Z 6616 
44502 6810 
4450Z 8790 
A4609 8716 
A4707 87Z2: 


1.00 541.00 SOCHET TERRY DIANE TR SFD+[;ARA[;E 97-0336 A4139 8930 
1.60 
1.00 


.00 


.00 
z.on 


, 
975.80 SOCHET TERRY DIANE TR 
541.00 SOCHET TERRY DIANE TR 


.00 SAVEL RICHARD L & ARLENE E 


.00 WARD NELISSA TR ET AL 
1082.00 WARD HELISSA TR ET Al 


1.00 541.00 WARD TR ET 'AL 
.00 .00 CALDWELL HICHAEL C & CAROLE 


3.60 1947.60 GESSLER SIGRUN TR ET AL 
Z.OO 108Z.00 SANTO CRISTO SOCIETY 


.00 SENHOR SANTO CRISTO SOCIETY 
1623.00 sNYDERHAN FAMILY LLC 


SFD+GARAGE+GU 99-0175 99-0159 8922 
SFD GAR/W RH&BATH 00-0314 6926 


517 


5575 
NOT CONNECTED WAS 047-191-0l7 
VACANT 
2 SFD 
1 SFD 
VACANT 
1 REs-1 DUP-l HKT 
AUTO SRVC (UP'104l0) 
Ne (UP 104,0) 
3SFD 


124 5586 
126 5580 


5579 
A4534 8 
A4750 5500 


79 


A463$ 5520, 
541.00 FRITZ RUSSELL F & KARYN SARGAN-SFD LOT 1 96-0137 Z7 


ADOBE 
PETALUMA HILL 
PETALUHA HILL 
PETALUMA HILL 
ADOBE 
ADOBE 
ADOBE 
ADOBE < 
PETALUHA HILL 
PETALUHA HILL 
PETALUMA HILL 
PETALUHA HILL 
PETALUHA HILL 
PETALUMA HILL 
PETALUHA -HILL 
PETALUKA HILL 
ADOBE 
OLD REDWOOD 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
OLD REDWOOD" 
ELY 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
ELY 
OI..:D REDWOOD HWY 
ELY " 047-Z14-014"1 138-0070051 


047-Z14-015 1 138-007 0051 


.00 
3.00 
1.00 
1.00 541.00 ESTOURHES HICHAEL & JUDITH SFD HS-7538 41399 Z9 .".ELY 


c SAO SONOMA COUHTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17101 PAGE 568 
DISTRICT 08-PENNGROVE 


APH CHG TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


RATE 541.00 
ESD COHPUTED 
CD. FLAT_CHARGE 


RATEZ 0.00 
NAME COMMENT SITUS 


ADDRESS 
047-Z14-016 1 138-007 0051 


1 138-007 0051 
047-214-016 1 138-007 0051 
047-l14-019 1 138-007 0051 
047-214-020 1 138-007 0052 
047-214-0Z1 1 138-007 0051 


1.00 
1.00 


541.00 PETERSEN NIS S &: DOREEN 
541.00 TAVENNER RANDV L-


1.00 541.00 sWADLEV COR"!IN ·W 
LOO 541.00 SILACCI LLOVD H & JUNE TR 
2.00 1082.00 CALDWELL HICHAEL C 


541.00 OLSEN JOHN H &: DONNA L 
541.00 DURANDO JOHN"A & FREIDA 


SFD M5-7538 20389 Z0394 
SFD MS-7538 Z0388 20395 


31 


33 
SFD(HS-7SZ4) 7233 7ZZ9 A47Z8 5650 
SFD-V 4/97 5660 
2SFD 7233" 7229 A4729 5590 


SFD 
SFD 


447Z9 5600 
1 138-007 0051 


047-ZZ1-00Z 1 138-007 0051 


1.00 
1.BO 


1.00 541. DO GERHARDT CLARENCE L &: BETTY A 1 SFD 
6623 A460S 5696 


A4717 5700 
M639 5730 
A4143 5736 


c} 


047-ZZ1-004 1 138-007 0281 1.00 
047-2201-005 1 136-007 0010 1.00 
047-221-006 1 138-007 0051 1.00 
047-2Z1-015 1 138-007 0051 1.00 
047-ZZ1-017 1 136-007 005.1 1.00 
047-2Z1-018 0 138-007 0050" .00 
047-Z21-024 0 138-007 0540 .00 
047-2Z1-027 1 138-007 0051' 1.00 
047-2Z1-033 1 138-007 0010 1.00 
047-2Z1-034 1 138-007 0051 
047-2Z1-035 1 138-007 OD51 
047-2Z1-036 1 138-D07 0051 
047-2Z1-037 0 138-007 0050 
047-221-038 1 138-007 0010 
047-2ZI-039 l' 138-007 0051 


1.00 
1.08 
1.00 


.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.80 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 SHOEMAKER JOHN H 
541.00 LEAVELL JENNIE K 
541.00 KELLEHER TRAVIS 
541.00 CROUSE JAMES & EILEEN 
541.00 DIAHANTINE TONY J 


.00 HAGLIULO HARTIN & JENNIfER 


.00 HAGLIULO MARTIN & JENNIFER 
541.00 JOHNSON WILLIAM J & BETTY J 
541.0n PIOTRKOWSKI IRV & CLAUDIA l 
541.00 AGUIAR ERNIE J & OLIVINE 
541.00 PIOTRKOWSKI 
541.00 STDCKHAH SUSAN K 


.00 PIOTRKOWSKI IRV ET AL 
541.00 PIOlRKDWsKI IRV 
541.00 GHIRINGHELLI JON PHILIP 


AUTO SERV 
1 SfD 


1 SfD 


1 SFD 
1 SfD 


VACANT 
VACANT 
1 SFD 
SFD 


SFD Z0567A4529 
1 SfD 


SFD 
VACANT 
SFD (13) 
SFD 


973.80 RANDAll HYRON & HARIlYN SFD + COTTAGE 
541.00 BARELlA LINDA KETAL 1 SFD 
541.00 BARELLA DONALD .G & SUZANNE A 1 SFO 


047-2Z1-040 1 138-007 005Z 
1 138-008 0051 


047-231-013 1 138-008 0051 
047-231-019 1 138-008 0051 2..60 1406.60 AARON VICTOR A TR SFD+ 20 Gl,I 


132 5740 
A450B 5800 
A4509 5866 


5620 
S836 


A4604 3Z1 
4591 70S 


704 
1611 275 
3840 303 


·0 


01412 
A4117 


27. 
3D7 


44117 309 
A4138 35 
A4510 Z5 


A4506 710 


ELY 
ELY 
OLD REDWOOD 
OLD REDWOOD 
REDWOOJj NORTH 
REDWOOD .NORTH 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
OLD REDWOOD HKY 
OLD REDWOOD HMY 
DLD REDWOOD HMY 
OLD REDWOOD HNY 
OLD REDWOOD H!lR 
OLD REDWOOD HMV 
OLD REDWOOD HNY 
BANNOH 
ADOBE 
ADOBE 
BANNON 
BANNON 
ADOBE 


. BANNON 
BANNON 
BANNON 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
OLD ADOBE 







SAO SONDHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORV LISTING 10/17101 PAGE 569 
DISTRICT OS-PENNGRDVE 


APH eHG TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


047-231-021 1 138-006 0010 
047-231-023 1 138-006 0010 
047-231-024 1 135-008 0051 
047-231-025 1 138-008 0052 
047-231-026 138-008 0051 
047-231-027 1 138-008 DOlO 
047-231-032 0 0-000 0000 


1 138-00B 0051 
047-232-020 1 138-008 0051 
047-232-021 1 138-008 0051 
047-232-023 1 138-008 0010 
047-232-024 1 138-008 0051 
047-232-026 1 138-008 0051 
047-232-027 1 138-00B 0010 
047-232-028 1 138-008 0051 
047-232-030 1 136-008 0051 
047-232-032 0 138-008 0050 
047-232-035 0 136-008 0000 
047-232-036 0 138-008 DODO 
047-232-037 1 138-008 0010 
047-232-038 0 138-008 0000 
047-232-039 1 138-008 0010 
047-232-040 1 138-008 0057 
047-232-041 1 138-00B 0051 
J47-232-042 1 138-008 0010 


1 138-007 0051 
047-310-002 1 138-007 0051 


RATE 541. 00 
ESD COMPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


RATEZ 0.00 
NAME COHMENT SITUS 


ADDRESS 
1.00 
1.00 
LOO 


L8D 


1.00 
LOO 


.00 
1.00 
1.00 
LDO 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.80 


.00 


• DO 


.00 
1.00 


.00 


1.00 
1.80 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 BECHTOLD FRED G & JUDITH K. 1 SFD 
54l.00 SCHULTZ LOUIS A & MARILYN S TR 1 SFD 
541.00 DAVIS STEVEN N & VICKI J 
973.80 STEWART lEROY H & MARY F 


SF. 
SFD+GU 99-0419 


541.00 REIDER HENRY J JR & ELIZABETH SFD 
SFD 


01612: 711 
01628 
01607 


6542 0129B 
0134<1 541.00 BAILLY KERRY & ANNIE 


.00 HAINLINE PLNCHK96-0Z56 


65 
51 


53 
55 
57 


o 
lZ 541.00 KALOGIANNIS JOHN P & MARIE E T 1 SFD 


541.00 TARCA JOHN C & TERRI LEE 1SFD 
541.00 KAlOGIANNIS JOHN P & HARIE E T 1 SFD 
541.00 WING WAYNE D & MARLENE C 
541.00 KAUHEVER JAKES A ,TR ET AL 
541.00 DORSEY HICHAEL J & PEGGY J 


541.00 ORNE JAMES A 
541.00 WACKER EARL 


973.80 WACKER EARL TR 
.00 WACKER EARL TR 


SFD 
SfD 20406 
SFD 


SFD 


SF» 


SFD+GRANNY 
VACANT 


A4170 
A4171 735 
01615 
6236 


,. 
70 
60 


A4706 50 
01343 48 
M187 110 


3631 2269 A4187 120 
o 


.00 KALOGIANNIS JOHN P & HARlE E T VACANT HS 160.861 


.00 KALOGIANHIS JOHN P & HARlE E T VACANT HS 160.861 
01701 
01701 


o 
o 


3Z 
o 


541.00 KRAUSSE PETER & URSULA TR SFD HS 160.861 20467 D1701 
.00 KALOGIANNIS JOHH P 8 HARIE E T VACANT HS 160.861 01701 


541.00 HC ISAAC KELVIN D SF. 
973.80 HC ISAAC ERIC R & MARIANNE SFD ... lID 


541.00 DAVIDSON FRED JOHN & IRENE MAR SF» 
541.00 NADEAU KIM A ET AL SFD 
541.00 BOCALEDNI BRUNO F & DIANE L TR 1 SFD 
541.00 FARROW JACQUELINE H 1SFD 


00777 755 


9420 7238 7099. 749 
A4116 100 


01747 88 


A4104 820 
A4627 800 


OLD ADOBE 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 


DAVIS 
ADOBE 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
.AVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
ADOBE 
ADoBE 
DAVIS 
DAVIS: 
PHILLIPS 
PHILLIPS 


SAS SONDHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITlATION USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17/01 PAGE S7Q 
DISTRICT DB-PENNGROVE 


APH CHG TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


047-310-003 0 138-007 0054 
047-310-004 0 138-007 0051 
047-310-005 1 138":007 0051 
047-310-006 1 138-067 0051 
047-310-007 0 138-007 00:51 ' 
047-310-008 0 138-007 0054 
047-310-009 1 136-007 0051 
04i'3l1t-OlO 136-007 0851 
047-310-011 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-014 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-015 0 0051 
047-310-016 138-007 0050 
047-310-017 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-018 1 138-007 0056 
047-310-019 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-DZU 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-021 1 138-007 0051 


RATE 541.00 
ESD COHPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


'RATE2 0,.00 
. NAME COHMENT 


.00 


.DD 
1.00 
1.00 


.00 


.00 


1.00 
.00 


1.00 


.00 GRAHAH CLAUD A JR & JAHETT N VACANT 


.00 JDHKSON MARY LOUISE TR NOT CONNECTED 
541.00 HELD JOHN 
541.00 HEINZ EDWARD & HDNIKA 


1SFD 


SFD 
• 0 0 0 KEEFE SEAN ET -AL NOT CONNECTED 
.00 PHILLIPS STEPHEN C & NANCY R VACANT 


541.00 SCHNEIDER DOREEN MARIE TR 
.00 PHILLIPS J HOWARD & HITA 


SFD 
RIM 


541.00 NOLDEHAR LUCILLE H & ROBERT P 1 SFD 
2.00 1082.00 HILLER SARA TR ET AL 2 SFD 


.00 


.0' 
1.00 


.00 JASONI GORDON R & HARILYN L 


.00 JASONI GORDON R & HARILYN L 
541.00 NACKDRD ERNEST J JR 


NOT CONNECTED 
VACANT 


SFD 
1.00' 541.00 PINHE ROBERT A & AVERILL H TR SFD 
1.00 541.00 He AlEXANDER ALVA E & ROBBE T 1 SFD 
1.00 541.00 GUNHEIM ERIK STEVEN & ESPERANZ-SFD 
1.80 973.80 CASELLA RICHARD A & BEVERLY A SFD+GRANHV 


047-310-022 1'138-007 0051 1.00 1SFD 


SITUS 
ADDRESS 


504' PHILLIPS 
600 PHILLIPS 


A4111 500 


114507 498 


'00 
ZOO 


7179 •• 
6007 


A4134 101 
130 405 


SO, 


ZOO 


02409 198 


PHILLIPS 
PHILLIPS 
PHILLIP,S 
PHILLIPS 
PHILLIPS 
OLD REDWOOD HH'i 


PHILLIPS 
PHILLIPS 
PHIllIPS 
NITA 
HITA 


5692 5545 196 HITA 
M61B Z2. HOWARD 
30713 Z5 ' HOWARD 


5910 A4713 35 HOWARD 


1 138-007 0051 1.00 
047-310-024 1 138-007 0051 1.00 


541.00 NUNES DAVID R & CAROL R TR 
541.00 BRANSEN H TR 
541.00 HAESTRI ANTHONY C & ANNE A 
541.00 CONSTANTINO MAUREEN 


SFD (BUILDING LATERAL) 
SFD 


A4735 
8.555 


3851 
A4602 
112021 
11.4628 
A4S16 
A4643 
A4631 


.5 
75 


61 
55 


45 


60 


.0 
lD 
ZO. 


211 


HOWARD 
eRESO 
eREST 
CREST 


eRESO 
CREST 
HDWARD 
NITA 
NITA 
HITA 


047-310-025 1 138-007 0051 . 1.00 
\ 047-310-026 1 138-007 0051 


,/ 1138-0070051 
047-310-030 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-031 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-032 1 136-007 oasl 
047-310-033 1 138-007 0051 


1.00 
1.00 
1.0'0 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 PHILLIPS STEPHEN C & NANCY 
541.-00 FRANK LA HOYNE G & SANDRA J 
541.00 MORRIS PERRY J & SUSAN H 


1SFD 
SFD 


1 SFD 


1 SF» 


541.DO·JORDAH TIMOTHY P & DEBORAH LEE 1 SFD 
541.00 MATTOS ANTHONY J 1 SFD 


541.00 CHURCHILL, PETER TANSEY & ROBIN SFD 01-0216 


• 


• 


• 







w 


SAS SONOHA COUHTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORY LISTING 
DISTRICT BB-PENNGROVE 


AP" CHG TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


047-310-036 1 138-"007 OOSI 


047-310-037 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-03B 0 135-007 0851 
047-31B-041 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-042 1 135-007 0051 


RATE 541.00 
ESD COMPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


RATE2 (I.0B 
"AIlE 


1.00 
l.00 


.DO 


541.00 SEHFTEN ROBERT & LINDA 
541.00 TSUJIHARA HITSUO & HELEN TR 


.00 TSUJIHARA KITSUO & HELEN TR 
541.00 BORG GIGI E & JOHN T 


1 SFD 
1 SFD 


COHMENT 


NOT CONNECTED 
1 SFD l.00 


1.00 
1.00 


.DO 


541.00 ANGLIN CARROLL A JR & JEAHNETT 1 SFD 
541.00 GRAY JAKES P & CAROLYN B TR 1 SFD 


.00 KEN RDBERTS & SON GEM cONTRACT 
.DO .00 WOLDEHAR LUCILLE H & ROBERT P VACANT 


541.00 BECK HARK S & DEBORAH-A SFD 


10/17/01 PAGE 571 


SITUS 
ADDRESS 


A5354 5871 
A4165 5867 


5863 
A4539 587£. 
A4638 £an 
A4616 305 


lOS 


103 


8346 80£ 


OLD REDWOOD HIfY 


OLD REDWOOD HNV 
OLD REDWOOD HIIY 
OLD REDWOOD HNY 
OLD REDWODD HNY 
PHILLIPS 
PHILLIPS 
PHILLIPS 
PHILLIPS 


047-310-043 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-044 (I 138-007 0811 
047-310-045 0 138-007 0050 
047-310-046 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-047 1 138-007 0052 


l.00 
1. DO 541.00 HARTHAN WILLIAM H & STEPHANIE SFD (+SFDNC V 4/97) 96-0354 50 


570Z 
5700 


30746 20137 5704 


CREST 
Z.OO 1082.00 GALLAGHER ROBERT E & CYNTHIA G 2 SFD 0157-8 9014 83Z8 A41&4 1 138-007 0052 


047-480-002 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 HAGLIULO JAHES L & HARCELEE·A SFD 203Z7 
HATCHERV 
HATCHERY 
HATCHERY 047-480-003 1 138-007 0052 


047-480-004 0 138-007 0050 
047-480-005 1 138-007 0051 
047-480-006 1 138-007 0051 
047-480-007 1 138-007 0052 
047-480-008 1 138-007 0057 
047-480-009 1 138-007 0051 


i 1,047..,'640."'002 1 138-007 0051 
047-640-003 1 138-007 0057 
047-640-004 1 138-007 OU51 
047-640-005 1 0051 
047-640-006 1 138-007 0051 
047-640-007 1 138-007 0051 
047-640-008 1138-007_0051 
047-640-009 0 138-007 0050 


1.80 
.00 


1.00 
1.00 
1.80 
1.80 
1.00 
1.00 
1.80 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


.00 


973.80 KING WILHA 0 TR 
.00 DEBERNARDI ROSE H LIFE EST 


541.00 DEBERNARDI ROSE M LIFE EST 


SFD+GRANNY 


SFD 
541.00 0 BRIEN JOHN F & PATTI J SFD LOT 6 
973.80 WgsT WILLIAH & JACQUELYN SFD+GRANNY 
973.80, HAGLIULO HARTIN A a JENNIFER SFD+GU 
541.00 HAGLIULO WAYNE T & DIANNE K 
541.00 TAYLOR L & SANDYE S 


SFD 
SFD , 


9014 8328 A4184 
o 
o 


40990 5710 
40991 30747 5712 


96-0263 41091 5716 
5718 


99-0074 98-0003 Z22 


HONE 
HONE 
HATCHERY 
HATCHERY 
HATCHERY 
HATCHERY 
KATIE 


973.80 He BRIEN JAHES & MARY ANN SFD+GUOO-0386 99-0460 00-0459 Z32 KATIE 
541.00 HC' HAHDN GERALD P & -CYHDA 1R SFD 99-0461 
541.00 TUCKER KENNETH S & .JANICE 'M 
541.00 PEPPER S JORDON & JULEE A 
541.00 HEYER RICHARD A & HEAVEEH R 
541.00 SESSI HITCHElL a-JENNIFER 


SFD 
SFD 
SFD 
SF. 


48Z' RONSHEIHER 
98-0108 98-0003 452 RDNSHEIHER 
98-0107 98-0003 46Z ROHSHEIHER 
99·0102: 98-0003 472: . RDNSHEIHER 
98-0142: 98-0003 49Z RONSHEIHER 


.00 SESSI SHERRI LOT9YACANT V10AUS9a 98-0003 45Z RONSHEIHER 


(/ SAO SONOHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17/01 PACE 572 


() 


DISTRICT 08-PENNGROVE 
APH CHG TRA USE 


CD. CO. 


RATE 541.00 
ESD COMPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


RATEZ 0.00 
"AIlE COMMENT SITUS 


ADDRESS 
047-640-010 1 138-007 0057 
047-640-011 1 138-007 0051 
047-640 N OIZ 1 138-007 0051 
047-640-015 1 138-007 0051 
047-640-014 1 138-007 0057 


1 138-007 0051 
047-640-016 1 138-007 0051 
047-640-017 1 138-007 0051 
047-640-018 1 136-007 0051 


1.80 
1 .. 00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.80 
1.00 


1.00 
1.00 


047-640-019 1 138-007 0051 1.00 
047-640-020 1 13&-007 0050 1.80 
047-640-0Zl 1 136-007 0051 1.00 
047-640-0ZZ: 1 138-007 0051 


1 138-007 0051 1.00 
047-6(f0-024 11 ;1.3&-007 0051 ' .. 00 


1 138-008 0051 1.00 
047-650-002 1 136-008 0051 '1.00 
047-650-003 . 1 138-008 0051 1.00 
047-650-004 1 136-008 0051 1.00 
047-650-005 1 138-008 0010 1.00 
047-650-006 1 138-008 0051 
047-650-007 1 138-008 0051 
047-650-008 0051 
047-650-009 138-008 0051 
047-650-010 0 138-008 0001 


1 138-008 0051 
047-660-'002 1 138-006 0051 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


.00 


1.00 
1.00 


973.80 SESSI HARTIN TR ET At SFD+GAR+GU 97-0468 A4621 233' KATIE 
541.00 JOHNSTON ANTHONY H .& JENNIFER SFD 98-Q080 98-0004 6081 


SFD 00-0¥4 99-0448 9f1-0004 .077 £41.00 DOLLAR JUSTIN G ET AL 
541.00'FAREV RONALD L & CATHY J 
'973.80 KELLER CYNTHIA A TR ET AL 
541.00 SESSI HARTIN TR ET AL 
541.00 BRYON BRAD & KAREN 
541.00 SILVA WILLIAM & JILL H 


SF. 97-9335 96-0243 442 
SFD+GU 97-0134 97-0083 96-0243 43Z 
HH 
SFD 


42Z 
96-0257 96-0243 41Z 


SFD. 99-0075 99-0003 
541.00 SCHOENHOLZER KATHERINE H & BYR SFD 00-0118 
541.00 BECK ROY l & AHY SFD 01l-0243 
973.80 SESSI HARTIN TR ET Al SFD+GU 01-432 01-0364 
54}'00 BORG RICHARD D & ROSALIE SFD+BARN 99 .. 0504 99-0189 
541.00 GALLOWAY GARY G & CHERYL A SFD LOTS 00-0026 
541.00 SESSI HARTItI TR ET Al SFD 00-0418 


.00 NELSON BYRON N & EDITH ANN VACANT 
541.00 NELSON NENHAN B SFD 00-0124 
54}.00 NELSON BUILDERS INC SFn 00-0123 
541.00 NELSON BUILDERS IHC SFD 00-0122 
541.00 LAUDARI JOSEPH A & SHIRLEY A SFD 99-0465 
541.00 SPARKS KENNETH G & KATHRYN C SFD 00-0120 
541.00 STICE HARTIN ET AL SFD 00-0121 
?41.00 AHY RON & HOLLIE K 
541.00 BUCKLEY CHARLES T ET At 
541.00 GANNDN BRIAN ET AL 


.00 NELSON BUILDERS INC 
541.00 WATERFORD ASSDCIATES tLC 
541.00 WATERFDRD ASSOCIATES LLC 


SFD 99-0467 
SFD 99-0467 
SFD 99-0467 
VACANT IJUN99 


. SFD 00-0388 
SFD 00-0389 


6095 
12. 
157 
175 


6165 ,.8 
144 
,.8 
8.5 
855 


8.' 
870 


8.0 


050 
840 


83. 


8lD 


820 


9053 
9011 


MALCDLM 
HALCOL" 
RONSHEIHER 
RONSHEiHER 
RONSHEI"ER 
RONSHEIHER 
MALCDL" 
KYlERS 
KYlERS 
KYLERS 
DlD REDNOOD 
KYLERS. 
KYLERS 
-KYLERS 
RAINSHIHE 
RAIHSHINE 
RAINSHINE 
RAINSHINE 
RAIHSHINE 
RAINSHINE 
RAINSHINE 
RAINSHIHE 
RAINSHINE 
RAINSHINE 
RANCHO ADOBE 
RANCHO ADOBE 







SA! SDHDHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORV LISTING 
DISTRICT 08-PENNGROVE 


.PH CHG TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


047-660-003 1 138-008 0051 
047-660-004 1 138-008 0051 
047-660-005 1 138-008 0051 
047-660-006 1 138-008 0051 
047-669-007 1 138-008 0051 
047-660-008 1 138-008 0051 
047-660-009 1 0051 
047-660-010 1 138-008 0051 


TOTALS FOR DISTRICT 


TOTAL APHS: 
TOTAL APNS WITH ERRDRSt 
CHARGE CODE 0 ESDS: 
CHARGE CODE 1 ESDS: 
CHARGE CODE 2 "ESDS: 


CHARGE tODe 3 ESDS; 
CHARGE CODe 4 ESDS: 
CHARGE CODE 5 ESDS: 
CHARGE CODE 6 ESDS: 
CHARGE CODE 7 ESDS: 
TOTAL ESOS: 


" RATE 541.00 


ESD COHPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


RATEZ 0.00 
NAHE 


1.00 541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LLC 


COHHENT 


SFD 00-0390 
1.00 541.00 WILL RUSSELL L JR & PATRICIA C SFD 00-0391 
1.00 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


1.00 


08 


.86 
on 


.0' 
461.91 


.!lD 


.on 


.00 


1.70 
7.66 


471.29 


541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LlC 
541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LLC 
541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LLC 
541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LLC 
541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LlC 
541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LlC 


SFD 00-0392. 
SFD 00-0393 


SFD 00-0394 
SFD 00-0395 


SFD 00-0396 
SFD 00-0397 


)(, ;(, 6 6 5 ft?op 4' /dGJ:> 
6 $'1J 1i't-7 er.J POf iJ t.k7{ Gfi = J 2- 5/ )/&Dpi-B 


GS7Iw,7t> )'l)Wr -:ZLi7/r29 6-50 'j.. 7:-60 C fNCI--t)oI?'J fOX fO) 
:2- /2-l 5 '33 GY!) 


/ 


,:::l 0', /'"--:;' /(G j) 


) 


10/17101 PAGE 573 


SITUS 
ADDRESS 


.977 RANCHO ADDBE 
8939 RANCHo ADORE 
8901 RANCHO ADOBE • 8920 RANCHO ADOBE 
8958 'RANCHO ADOBE 
6994 RANCHO . ADOBE 


9:032 RANCHO ADOBE 
9076 RANCHO ADOBE 


RB!= D/i!J ? ob 


• 


• 







, 


) 


. 


Sonoma county Public Works 


Wastewater Operations Department 


Mr. Chris McAuliffe 
Box 777 
Petaluma, Calif. 


94952 


18400 Neeley Road 


Guerneville, Calif. 95446 
(707) 869-2809 


RE: Meter Readings from Penngrove Lift station 


Dear Chris, 


September 4, 1992 


The data you require from the flow meter at Penngrove Lift 
Statioriis as follows; 


June 3, 1992 to July 2, 1992 2.61 MG total in 29 days 
.090 MGD 


July 2, 1992 to Aug 3, 1992 2.82 MG total in 31 days 
.091 MGD 


Aug 3, 1992 to Sept 3, 1992 2.65 MG total. in 31 days 
.085 MGD 


.-- . '1 191,0 


W..-:. 


AI"'" 7151) (,(, 
---------------- . G iPP f) )r?Sf) kVtrC: P - 1-';7 


S 1.(17 (f -. 


Ronald E. Laufer 
Wastewater Supervisor 
West County Division 


1306890/pgreads 







1-9 


... 
"'" ... =« .. -0-- ' 


.. 
.... "'. 


,--,.=>U""" .. """"""'"'"'fmOII ___ ................. _..,.. ...... _ · ...... ,.... ___ ...-0 
,..,....-.n«rmO._.&o_""" .. _._ ..,. 


... __ nl!U 'Z<'o'J • .. _". ........ __ .,..,. " 


....... =..,...&0......,.,...._ .............. ". ... ........ -"" .. ,,--=-_ .......... .., ...... .. -.. ....... _"'-_ .............. , -_.-
,"'''-.' .. 


.--" 


Li66 ]:0 


\ 
;J'iii:Ill3l ilti"R 'fiI!D.I 


""""""""-'1" 
"'-· .... 'w """""""""""''''''''W 


'''''''''''''' .... .......".,.' 
;nna3ll::lS 9N1NSIS 


.- •• r ." ... 
om; AD 


.!.imasw 


-"""."......,.,p 
,.,.."..... .. ......,."""'''' 


® 
0rG931 







A 
PennQTOW Reacl11-5 


Worksheet for Circular Channel 


Project FIle d:\ha.m.d\finw\projeat1.fm2 
Worksheet 
Flaw EJemem Cln:uIar Channel 
Method MlIlIlIIng'a Formula 
Solve For OI.cl!8!l!.e 


loputD!IIa 
a.ota 


Channel Skip., C.O[)4CCO Mt 
Oepth a.57 ft 
Diameter B.OO in 


R ..... 
MB mo' 


FlOWArftB 0.35 
WlrtledPerlmeter ." , 
Tep Wldth • .00 ,. 
Cm;ca!Depfu 0.41 • Pe"",ntFuil 100;C() 


slop_ a.ocBll27111tt 
Velocity ." "" VdccftyHwd 0.7 , 
Specific EnoIlJY RU , 
Frouda Number FULL 
Mrudmum Ol$d\Brge . ., ... 
FuJI FJ<JW Capa<:lly 0.76 ... 
Fun Flow Slope a.o0400llfflft 


.- tIo .... dMo_m .. 37 __ .Ro.rl """lOrtMy,CTOIl7"" 
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-,..-." 
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Method 
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Channel Slope D." 
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Pen:entfUil 
CriIicslSlope -
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VeloI:ifyH ... d 


f1uude Nwnber 
MaldmumOischorIle 
FllIIFJnwCspacily 
Fu!1 FIowSIop!, 
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Penngrove Reach 14-15 


Worksheet for Clr.:ular Channel 


d:li1aestlldllmw'iproJar:tl.fin2 


Manning's Formula 
Dis<:IJg'.E!. 


0.013 
O.OIOOOOfllft ". , 
6.00 m 


•. " riigd 
.20 W 


'" , 
0.00 , 
0.3a , 


100.00 
O.DUS53f\111. 
26 .. 
0.13 , 


FUU. , 
.FUll. , .. .. ,." .. 


D.1l10000ft/ft 
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Penngrove Reach 7-6 


Worksheet for Circular Channal 


DesIlllpiion 
PfoJ .. ct FlI. d:\hBesladlfmw'lproject1.fm2 
Worksheet eileel<: 
Flow ElemC'llt Ch<:t!lar C/ulnnol 
MethDd - Manning's Fonnulll. 
Solv .. Fo, 


Manllings Coalficiorrt 0.013 
Channel Slo[>E! n.OO4DOO Itffl: 
Diamlrtl!r B,OO m 


Results 
Ooplh 0." , 
Discbarga OA9 .0' 


0.35 W 
Wetted Perim.ter , .. , 
TopWldth 0.00 , 
CriticaIO.pth 0.41 , 
P.rcentFu.r 100.00 
CritiealSlop'" O.OOB027f11f1 
VBloc:!ty ,,, W. 
VeIoclt)'Hoad 0.07 • FUU. , 
Fronde Number FUU. 
M'8)I!mum Discharge 0.8Z .. 
Full Flowc..pactty 0.76 .. 


Flow 510£." 0.004000 Mt 
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Penngrove Reach 13-9 


Workshlilel: for CIrcular Channa! 


CescripHon 
F>ruJocI File d:\haeslad\fmwlprojectj.fm2 


MllIhod 
Solve For Full 


In.EutDBta 
ManningsCD"ffici!nt 0.013 
Channel Slope 0.003000 ftItt 
Diameter 10.00 In 


R_ 
Depth --li1l3 • Disclu!ree 0.78 ." 'Iow_ ... .. 
Wetted Perim.15r '" • TopWldlh O,CO • CrII!COI!Oepth .AO • PercentFuil 100.00 
CrIIlcalSlope 
V.,." ". '" VelD*YHead ... • Spaolm: Eriergy '"''- • FroudaNumbor ro,,-
MJOdmum D/:I<:h"rtI& ". '" Full Flow Capacity "" '" Fun FI<>w SIDE!. 0.003000 f!Itt 
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PenngroVll Reach 8-16 
Worksheet for Circular Channel' 


Project p .. criptlon 
Project filo d:lhaestalflfmwlpruJact!.fin2 
Worbheet 
Flw.rElement CimuiarChannel 
Me\hcd Mannlnjj'll Formula 
Satire For Flow 


MUMings coeffIcient 0.013 
ChaI1nel Slope 0.o10000fllft 
Diameter 6,00 in 


Depth 
D!sehargo 
FlowArea 
WelIe.di"erimJter 
TcpW1dth 
Cri\ioa] Depth 
P.rc=ntFIJI 
Cri\lCliI Slop. 
Velac!l}' 
VelocilyHead 
SpecilioEnBruy 
FlIlude Number 
Maximum Discharge 
full Flow Capacity 
FulIFlow.!l)o,!!." 


0.50 ft 
0.36 mgd 
0.20 fI' 
1.57 ft 
0.00 It 
0.38 It 


100.00 
0,011653 MI ,,, '" 
0.13 ft 


fULL It 
FULL 


0.60 cf& 
0.50 cr. 
0.010000 ftIft 
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PENNGROVE ADWF bulldout 
Area Znnln Area No. of Flow Ultimate 


Plan Acres Units ADWFgpd 
A UR1 27.0 27 7009 


UR2 21.4 42 10903 
UR4 11.7 44 11422 


60.1 29335 


B UR1 42.8 42 10903 
10903' 


C UR1 5.2 5 1298 
UR2 14.5 8 2077 
LIm Ind 16.5 13200 ! 


annex 92 UR1 4.6 5 1298 
40.8 17673 


0 UR1 21.6 21 5452 
5452 


E UR1 7.8 7 1817 
UR2 4.7 8 2077 


12.5 3894 


F UR1 1.2 1 260 
UR2 26.5 52 13499 
Gen. Comrn 28 11680 


30,5 25439 


G UR2 14.4 28 7269 
UmComm 8.5 5100 


22.9 12369 


H UR1 8.4 8 2077 
UR6 13.2 78 20249 
UR2 4.3 8 2077 


7.3 6 1320 
Gen, Comm 2.2 1320 
UmComm 3.4 2040 


38,8 29082 


I UR1 18.2 18 4673 
UR2 21.3 42 10903 
UmComm 4.3 2580 
Umlnd 2.0 1600 
Quasi 23 1 220 


46.1 19976 


J RR2 4.8 2 519 
519 


K RR2 1.5 1 260 
Gen, Comm 0.9 540 


2.4 800 


L UR2 6.5 12 3115 
RR2 21.2 10 2596 


27,7 5711 


M UR4 11.4 44 11422 
UmCoiTlm 1.6 960 
Quasi 5.5 3 660 


18.5 13042 


N 0.0 0 


P RR2 36.7 18 4673 
4673 


Totals 406.2 541 179068 


Flow perESD 236 ,9pd/ESD per 1992 readings 
24 Factor of sa 1 0.10 


260 total. Use this for all calculations 


1 Enter the faclor of safe 
I I I I 


Excel/davegfgeyserville Spreadsheet 1 11/1/02 
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PENNGROVE ADWF build out + DHE 
Area Zoning A .. " No. of Flow Ultimate Remarks 


Plan Acres Units ADWF d 
A UR1 27.0 27 7009 


UR2 21.4 42 10903 
UR4 11.7 44 11422 


60.11i!!!l . ·····..JBru 6490 35825 10#52 


B UR1 42,8 42 10903 :::·Mf_: 0 10903 


C UR1 5.2 5 1298 
UR2 14.5 8 2077 


I Lim Ind 16.5 13200 
lannex92 UR1 4.6 6 1298 


4 illil_mm _' 0.8!:L ...... ·A'[" .... " .. d 0 17873 


0 URi 21.6 
21 


5452 lW... .. 0 5452 ...... ¥il1K 
E UR1 7.8 7 1817 


UR2 4.7 8 2077 
12,5 m . ,.JlIl\[ 0 3894 


F URi 1.2 1 260 
UR2 26.5 52 13499 
Gen. Comm 2.8 11680 


30.5 '< 0 25439 ,;,' 


G UR2 14.4 28 7269 
UmComm 8.5 5100 


22.9 '-'oidim, '1 0 12369 


H URi 8.4 8 2077 
UR6 13.2 78 20249 
UR2 4.3 8 2077 
Quasi 7.3 6 1320 
Gen. Comm 2.2 1320 


) LimOomm 3.4 2040 
38,8 .. , .... .. '-";' ··.··1 2336 31419 10#85 


I URi 18.2 18 4673 
UR2 21.3 42 10903 
Lim Comm 4.3 25BO 
LIm Ind 2.0 1600 
Quasi 2.3 1 220 


48,1 '!l!!!l·"'T,Bl 0 19976 


J RR2 4.8 1_ 619 I. '. 0 519 


K RR2 :1.5 .. 1 26Q _ 
Gen, Comm 0.9 540 


2.4 m!?Mflc. J .: .... ,.. " 0 800 


L UR2 8.5 12 3115 
RR2 21.2 10 25g6 


27.7 !=":<U' ., 
0 5711 


M UR4 11.4 44 11422 
LlmComm 1.6 960 
Quasi 5.5 3 880 


18.5 0 13042 


N 0.0 0 
0 0 


P RR2 36.7 4673 
__ J 0 4673 


Totals 408,2 575 183221 


Row rESD- 236 dfESD er 1992 read!n 8 


I 24 Factor of safety = (1 0.10 


, ) 
260 total. Use this for an calculations 
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PENNGROVE PWWF bulldout 
Area ADWF Cumulative PeakIng Cumulative Area Peak 1&1 Cumulatllie Cumulative 


gpd ADWF gpd Factor PWWFmgd acres gpd 1&1 mgd PWWFmgd 
w/ol&1 


A 29335 29335 5.0 0.147 60.10 48080 0.048 0.195 


B 10903 10903 5.0 0.055 42.80 34240 0.034 0,OB9 


H 29082 39986 5.0 0.200 38.80 31040 0.065 0.265 


M 13042 53028 5.0 0.265 '9 14800 0.080 0.345 


C 17873 17873 5.0 0.089 40.76 32608 0.033 0.122 


I 19976 37849 5.0 0.189 48.10 36480 0.071 0,260 


D 5452 5452 5.0 0.027 21.60 17280 0.017 0.045 


E 3894 9346 5.0 0.047 12.50 10000 0.027 0.074 


K 800 10145 5.0 0.051 2.40 1920 0.029 0,080 


J 5'9 48513 5.0 0.243 4.80 3840 0.104 0.347 


N 0 82363 5.0 0,412 0 0 0.128 0.540 


P 4673 135549 4.8 0.651 36.70 29360 0.262 0.912 


F 2""9 25439 5.0 D.127 30.50 24400 0.024 0.152 


G 12369 37606 5.0 0.189 22.90 16320 0.043 0.232 


L 5711 179068 4.5 0.806 27.70 22160 0.327 1.132 


) 


Excelfdaveg/geyserville Spreadsheet 3 11/1102 







PENNGROVE PWWF build out + DHE 
Area ADWF Cumulative Peakln Cumulative Area Peak 1&1 Cumulative Cumulative 


gpd AOWFgpd Factor P\NWFmgd aores gpd PV\fWF mgd 
w/ol&1 


A 35825 35625 5.0 0.179 60.10 46080 0.048 0.227 


B 10903 10903 5.0 0.065 42.80 34240 0.034 0.089 


H 31419 42322 5.0 0.212 38.80 31040 0.065 0,277 


M 13042 55364 5.0 0.277 1. 14800 0.080 0,357 


C 17873 17873 5.0 0,089 40.76 3260B 0,033 0.122 


r 19976 37849 5.0 0.1B9 48.10 38480 0,071 0.260 


0 5452 5452 5.0 0,027 21.60 17280 0.017 0,045 


E 3894 9346 5.0 0.047 12.50 10000 0.027 0.074 


K BOO 10145 5.0 0.051 2.40 1920 0.029 0,080 


J 61. 48513 5.0 0.243 4.80 3840 0.104 0,347 


N 0 91189 5.0 0.456 0 0 0.128 0,584 


P 4673 144375 4.B 0.69a 0.00 0 0.232 0.925 


F 25439 25439 5.0 0.127 30,50 24400 0.D24 0,152 


G 12369 37B08 5.0 0.189 22.90 18320 0,043 0.232 


L 5711 187894 4.5 0.846 27.70 22160 0.297 1.143 


i, 


Exoel/daveg/geyservllle Spreadsheet 4 1111/02 







I , j 


Reach 


·5 


Polnt11-6 
PoInt 14 -15 
Point 


TRUNK 


0.0040 0.490 
1100 D. 
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Point 8 -16 0.360 
.... .. S - 9 0.870 
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0,912 
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1I1<:i::i bulldout 


0.596 
0.410 
0.143 110 


-0.020 -15 seweru rade lndi; 
-0.132 -106 sewer ,upgrade Indicated 
0.208 161 -I-0,638 492 -L_ 


Indll 
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PENNGROVE TRUNK SEWER CAPACITIES bulldl 
Reaoh Line Size 810 Ca aol PWWF Available Ca aol Remarks 


md m d m d ESO 
Polnt1-5 A B 0.0040 0.490 0.227 0.263 202 
Point 2 -.4 B B 0,0040 0.490 0.oa9 OA01 309 
Point 4 -12 H 8 0,0040 0.490 0.277 0.213 164 
Po\nt12-fi M 8 0.0040 0.490 0,357 0,133 103 
Polnt3-11 C 8 0,0040 0.490 0.122 0.368 284 
Point 11 -6 1 8 0,0040 0.490 0.260 0.230 177 
Point 14 -15 0 6 0.0100 0.360 0,045 0.315 243 
Point 15-7 E 8 0,0100 0.670 0.074 0.596 459 
Point? _ 6 K 8 0,0040 0,490 0,080 0.410 316 
Point 6 -13 J 8 0,0040 0,490 0.347 0.143 110 
PoInt 5 -13 N 2><6 0.0060 0.520 0,584 -0,064 -49 sewer u grade Indloa! 
Polnt13-9 P 12 o.ooao 0.7BO 0.925 -0.145 -117 sewer upgrade Indlcal 
Pointe -16 F 6 0,0100 0.360 0.152 0.208 161 
Point 16 - 9 0 8 0,0125 0.B70 0.232 0,638 492 
Point 9 -10 L 12 0.0030 0.780 1..143 ·0,363 -310 sewer upgrade indIca! 


(1) Capacity Is based upon n-O,013 for AC.plpe 
2 A ns alive COl aclty Indicate a need for a sewer u rade 


) 
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PENNGROVE ADWF & PWWF based on current flow data for 2001 
Reach Trlbuta/y UneSlze Flows PWWF PWWF Peak 1&1 Estimated Capacity Available Ca aol 


area ADWF faotor gpd (6) PVIIWF (8 mgd (1) mgd (2) ESD 
Point 1 5 A 8 0.490 
Point 2 - 4 B 8 0.490 
Point 4 -12 H 8 0.490 
Point 12 - 5 M 8 0.490 
Point 3 -11 C 8 0.490 
Point11-B I 8 0.490 
Point 14 -15 0 6 0.360 
Point 15-7 E 8 0.670 
Point 7 - 6 K 8 0.490 
Point 6 -13 J 8 0.490 
Point 5 -13 N 2X6 0.520 
Point 13-9 P 10 0.780 
Point 8 -16 F 6 0,360 
Point 16-9 0 8 0.870 
Point 9 -10 L 10 0.123 4.500 0.554 0,022 0.576 0.780 0.204 175 


1 ArNVF: see oaloulation on Exhibit C 
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PENNGROVE ADWF & PWWF based on current flow data w/DHE lor 2001 
Reach Tributary Line Size Flow> PWWF PWWF Peak 1&1 Estimated ,Capacity Available Ca acl 


ace. ADWF molor 10Dd (B) P'WWF{B mod "} m d 2 ESD 
Point 1 - 5 A B 0.490 
Point 2 - 4 B B 0.490 
Point 4 - 12 H B 0.490 
Point 12 - 5 M 8 0.490 
Polnt3-11 C 8 0.490 
Polnt11-6 I 8 0.490 
PoJnt 14 - 15 0 B 0,360 
Point 15-7 E 8 0.670 
Poln 7-6 K 8 0.490 
Point 6 -13 J 8 0.490 
Point 5 -13 N 2XB 0,520 
Point 13 - 9 P 10 0.7BO 
Point 8 -16 F B 0.360 
Point 16 - 9 G 8 0.870 
Point 9 -10 L 10 0.131 4.500 0.590 0.022 0,612 0,760 0.168 144 


1) additional ESDs er DHE: 34 ESDs X 260 gpd/ESD - 8840 gpd 
2 ADWF=8840+122,535-131375=:O.131 


) 


. , 


I ) 
.,' 
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Penngrove " Additional Housing per Draft Housing Plan 2001 
I.D.# APN Ttlbutary LU Lot size Units per • Units per difference Remarks 


area Acres zoning housing plan as of 12-17-01 
5 047-166-011 UR2 deleted 
3. 047-191-003 UR1 deleted 
3. 047-082-008 UR2 deleted 
40 047-153-004 UR2 deleted 
41 047-153-006 UR2 deleted 
52 047-164..006 A UR4 3.41 13.00 38.00 25.00 
53 047-166.017 UR4 deleted 
85 047-173-016 H UR6 1.36 B.DD 17.00 9.00 


total 55,00 34.00 


• Used tar eT of Dens bonus, HOA, or HOC from the Draft Housi Plan 
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Project Descrietion 
Project File 
Worksheet 
Flow Element 
Method 
Solve For 


Ineut Data 
Mannings Coefficient 
Channel Slope 
Depth 
Diameter 


Discharge 
Flow Area· 
Welted Perimeter 
Top Width 
Critical Depth 
Percent Full 
Critical Slope 
Velocity 
Velocity Head· 
Specific Energy 
Froude Number 
Maximum Discharge 
Full Flow Capacity 
Full Flow Slope 
Flow is subcrltical. 


Penngrove Reach 5-13 two 6-inch 
Worksheet for Circular Channel 


d:\haestadlfmwlproject1.fm2 
check 
Circular Channel 
Manning's Formula 
Dlschar.l1.e 


0.014 
0.006000 ttllt 
0.50 It 
6.00 in 


0.26 mgd )< Z ?/J}&> 
0.20 If' 
1.57 It 


. 0.15e-7 . It· 
0.32 It 


100.00. 
0.010653 ttllt 
2.06 ttls 
0.07 It 
0.57 It 
1.0e-4 
0.43 cis 
0.40 cis 
0.006000 ttllt 


Or 5,2.. ,uGd) 


01/07/02 
10:29:44 AM Haeslad Methods, Inc. 37 Brookside Road Waterbury, CT 06708 (203) 755-1666 
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Project DescriJ?tion 
Project File 
Worksheet 
Flow Element 
Method 
Solve For 


InEut Data 
Mannings Coefficient 
Channel Slope 
Depth . 
Diameter 


Results 
Discharge 
Flow Area 
Wetted Perimeter 
Top Width 
Critical Depth 
Percent Full 
Critioal Slope 
Velocity 
Velocity Head 
Specific Energy 
Froude Number 
Maximum Discharge 
Full Flow Capacity 
Full Flow Slope 
Flow is subcritical. 


Penngrove Reach 5-13 two 6-inch 
Worksheet for Circular Channel 


d:\haestadlfmwlproject1.1m2 
check 
Circular Channel 
Manning's Formula 
Dischar.lte 


0.013 
0.010000 ftlit 
0.50 It 
6.00 in 


0.36 mgd 
0.20 It' 
1.57 It 
0.15e-7 It 
0.38 It 


100.00 
0.011553 ftlit 
2.86 ftls 
0.13 It 
0.63 It 
O.14e-3 
0.60 cis 
0.56 cis 
0.010000 ftlit 


)'; 


14/,4;/'116 j=p/L C-IP 
)JOG5 AlO'T P,fTC/rr /'LA.NS 


2 ?I f)@-:5 0/72 IUGj) 


01107102 
10;2B:32AM Haestad Methods, Inc. 37 Brookside Road Waterbury, CT06708 (203) 755-1666 
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Attn: Eric Gage                7/11/23 
Permit Sonoma  
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, California 95403. 
(707) 565-1391 
eric.gage@sonoma-county.org 

Permit Sonoma Rezoning Housing SItes for Housing Update - FEIR comments 

There are 33 years of substantial evidence on the administrative records of 
reporting capacity limitations and the existence of physical constraints in the PSZ 
(Penngrove Sanitation Zone) collection system lines  "L", and "P". 
 
The PSZ analysis recommendations have been circulated and relied on for 
system reviews by multiple agencies including: SCWA, PRMD, Sonoma LAFCo 
and the city of Petaluma identifying the physical constraints in the PSZ collection 
system lines.   
 
The physical constraints identified in the PSZ collection system have restricted 
higher density land use plan amendments in the PSZ in excess of the existing 
land use plan.  During the entire 33 year period, no major land use changes have 
ever been made or considered, in the PSZ, NONE. 
 
The WSS study for the DHE and DEIR notes that: “the agencies serving 
Geyserville, Guerneville, Larkspur and Penngrove did not provide any system 
information.”  The WSS Study was a paper study only, and did not include 
hydraulic model analyses of the sewer systems. The WSS study relied on a 2016 
SCWA SSMP i/I water infiltration study that does not identify, recognize or 
consider the capacity status or the existence of the known physical conditions of 
the PSZ system in the WSS evaluation.   
 
At the May 20, 2021 DHE Commission meeting I commented and reported the 
missing PSZ institutional records in the WSS study and submitted all the missing 
records with written comments.  At the May 20, 2021 DHE Commission meeting 
Commissioner Carr also referred to my comments and concerns and requested 
the Commission receive a statement from the service provider as to the current 
PSZ capacity status for existing land use build out and the increased demand 
from the proposed rezoning.  
 
No statement, finding, or clarification from the service provider was forthcoming 
to the Commission to address all the questions about the current and future 
increased demand PSZ capacity status. 
 
During the DEIR comment period I again submitted all the missing records with 
written comments. The study claims to determine and calculate if capacity exists 
within the existing systems to accommodate the proposed projects. 



Here are responses to specific comments and questions I submitted about 
physical constraints and methods the DHE WSS study used to determine and 
calculate the current PSZ capacity status. 
 
Comment (101.1) How many people the (2016 SCWA SSMP) analysis assumed 
were within the PSZ? 
 
Response: (101.1) We cannot speculate on the method SCWA SSMP used 
to produce population estimates.  
 
2) Comment (101.2 ) How many persons per ESD were assumed in the analysis. 
Does it includes a new population baseline over the land use element estimated 
population of 1,300 to 1,450 people under full build-out conditions? 
 
Response: (101.2 ) We cannot speculate on the method SCWA SSMP used 
to produce population estimates.  
 
5) Comment (101.5) There should be a count of existing hookups needed for the 
land use plan at full build out and a reserve capacity maintained to allow for 
failing septic systems in the future. This baseline information should be required 
before consideration of additional housing projects.  
 
Response (101.5) This comment does not pertain to the analysis or 
conclusions of the EIR. 
 
The responses do not answer the capacity status or mention the constraints in 
the PSZ collection system lines "L" and "P”. The analysis identifies two pipe lines 
needed in the Sonoma Valley District. However the PSZ collection lines "L" and 
"P” have been totally overlooked and omitted in the DHE and DEIR analysis? 
 
The PSZ capacity analysis has been evaluated in the context, of a 
framework of assumptions, that deny the existence of the capacity 
limitations and collection system physical problems. 
 
 
Recommendations:  
 
Table 24: Water and Wastewater Availability by Service Area. Page APP-375 
 
Move the PSZ proposed rezone sites from Category 2 to Category 3. 
Likely inadequate as is, may require significant improvements. 
 
A specific finding must be made by the responsible agencies, SCWA and PRMD, 
to determine the status of the existing capacity constraints and physical 
deficiencies in the PSZ collection lines "L" and "P”that restrict higher density land 
use plan amendments in the PSZ as follows: 



 
1) the identified and reported conditions in the PSZ have been resolved and 

how they have been resolved.  ( PRMD should send a copy of the finding 
that the reported conditions in the PSZ have been resolved and how they 
have been resolved to Sonoma LAFCo to update their files on the PSZ.) 
 
OR 
 

2) the identified and reported conditions in the PSZ have not been resolved 
and how and when they will be resolved? 

 
The Penngrove Specific Plan land use element allocated limited sewer hook ups 
on a parcel specific basis.  If the existing conditions have not been resolved and 
there is increased demand from the proposed rezoning the parcel specific sewer 
hook ups could be reallocated.  This would leave parcels with hook up 
entitlements unbuildable or people in existing homes not hooked up yet within the 
PSZ unable to hook up. In effect, it would be a de facto plan amendment. 
 
If a statement or finding is not made given the long standing existing physical 
conditions of the PSZ collection system constraints and that it is close to it’s 
established estimated “full build out” capacity of 1300-1450 people at this time 
PRMD should pursue implementation of General Plan policy PF1b.  Consider 
moratoria on plan amendments and zoning changes in the PSZ to protect 
residents with parcel specific hook up entitlements who have not hooked up yet. 
 
______________________________________________________________ 
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Attn: Eric Gage 
Permit Sonoma  
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, California 95403. 
(707) 565-1391 
eric.gage@sonoma-county.org 

Permit Sonoma Rezoning Housing SItes for Housing Update - DEIR comments 

The EIR consultant stated that the agency (SCWA) “did not provide any 
system information” for the PSZ and relied on the 2016 SCWA SSPM update.   

The 2016 SCWA SSPM sewer capacity evaluation only addresses constraints 
due to i/i sources but does not address the actual physical corrections needed as 
already identified in the SCWA 2002 PSZ update for PRMD’s GP DHE. 



The 2016 SCWA SSMP analysis is an i/i study, a single purpose exercise 
intended to identify areas of storm water infiltration into the collection system and 
pose future remedies. In that sense it is uni-dimensional and not intended to be 
used as a systemic multi-dimensional, multi variant systemic analysis. 

The SCWA SSPM 2016 does not take into consideration the established existing 
baseline data regarding the physical limitations of the trunk line collection system 
and estimated capacity constraint under full land use build out conditions as 
identified in the SCWA 2002 system capacity evaluation, notably the "required" 
replacement of line "L", and line "P. as already identified in SCWA’s 2002 PSZ 
system update for PRMD's proposed GP DHE (April 20, 2001) 

The 1990 and SCWA's 2002 update have governed the limitations on any land 
use plan density increases in the PSZ since 1990. It established no extra hook 
ups for increased land use densities beyond what was established in the 1984 
Penngrove Specific Plan and did not change during the 2020 County General 
Plan update and still exist to present day.   

The County has no records of any significant land use density amendments to 
the General Plan or the Penngrove Specific Plan to increase parcel densities in 
the PSZ since 1984, none. The same land use element densities used during the 
2020 General Plan update are still in effect now. 

During the 2020 General Plan update PRMD used the latest PSZ figures from 
SCWA for PRMD's proposed GP DHE (April 20, 2001)   SCWA reported - The 
current loading is calculated to be about 1,251 people based upon the current 
master list load of 471.29 ESDs using PRMD’s SFD factor of 2.655 persons per 
ESD factor.  For example: 471.29 ESDs X 2.655 persons per ESD = 1,251.12 
people within the sewer district as of November 4, 2002. 

The 2016 SCWA SSPM and PRMD DHE consultant used the 2016 ESD count of 
517 ESDs, however SCWA's current 2021 ESD count is 550.   

The County land use element estimates a population of 1300-1450 people at full 
build out conditions under existing collection system conditions.   

Using PRMD's 2021 DHE EIR SFD factor of 2.6 people per ESD X 550 ESDs = 
1430 people which is close to the maximum upper end of the limitations of 1300-
1450 people for the existing system until the replacement of line "L", and line "P" 
as identified in the 1990 study, SCWA's 2002 study update, 2020 General Plan 
Housing Element, and LAFCo. 

The 2016 SCWA SSMP states: "The PSZ currently has an Agreement with the 
City for the City to treat the equivalent volume of sewage for a maximum of 3,000 
people. 2010 Census population: 2,522 people."   



 
 
However the "2010 Census population of 2,522 people" refers to the entire 
population in the Penngrove area outside the PSZ combined with the 
population inside the PSZ.  How many people did the 2016 SCWA SSMP 
analysis assume were within the PSZ in 2016? 
 
The 2016 SCWA SSMP states: The PSZ was built in 1992 however the 1st 
capacity study was done in 1990, two years BEFORE it was built?  This is 
because the PSZ was built in 1975, not 1992!   

There is substantial evidence on the administrative record concerning reasonably 
foreseeable "worst case" existing condition limitations of the sewer line collection 
system constraint as indicated by PRMD's statement in Sonoma LAFCo's City 
of Petaluma MSR (Municipal Services Review). "PRMD reports that to meet 
future demand, the existing trunk sewer line between Penngrove and 
Petaluma will require replacement.”  “According to the PRMD’s calculations, 
the PSZ has adequate capacity ( maximum service capacity for 3,000 people ) 
with sewer line improvements."  

The cost of replacement of line "L", and line "P" has already been identified 
and included in SCWA's annual budget in the past.  However subsequently 
the budget item was withdrawn diverting the funding in favor of pursuing other 
(i/i) storm water infiltration projects. 

In addition to the General Plan land use densities, existing, and future "build out" 
estimated population numbers were also reported in the original 1990 PSZ 
capacity study, and 2002 SCWA staff revision of the 1990 PSZ capacity study.   

The data used in PRMD's draft DHE EIR references the 2016 SCWA SSMP for 
the EIR capacity analysis.  However the 2016 SCWA SSMP does not cite the 
existing, and future estimated, "build out" population numbers based on the land 
use densities allowed in the General Plan.  If SCWA no longer follows its past 
practice of citing existing, and future estimated, "build out" population numbers 
than how many persons per ESD are assumed in the 2016 SSMP modeling 
analysis?  This is essential information for an analysis to properly evaluate the 
existing system capacity when commenting on an EIR.  

Does the SCWA SSPM 2016 update claim to establish a new, as of yet 
unidentified, population baseline over the prior Specific Plan land use element 
estimated amount of 1300-1450 people at full build out conditions?   

SCWA anticipates a more complete comprehensive systemic analysis of the PSZ 
will be available when the City of Petaluma and SCWA do the new joint 
comprehensive update some time in the future.   



 There are two separate build out scenarios for consideration within the PSZ: 

1) Under the current land use Plan for 1300-1450 people at full build out with the 
PSZ existing conditions needing collection system improvements. 
 
2) Future build out to the maximum allowable sewer capacity entitlement in 
Petaluma at the treatment plant for 3000 people AFTER sewer collection system 
improvements.  

The DHE EIR consultant notes: “The Penngrove sites may be viable if the capital 
improvement projects have been completed and it may require a revised 
agreement with the city of Petaluma for treatment” 

1)    Specify exactly which capital improvement projects are needed? 
2)    Specify revisions needed to the agreement with Petaluma for treatment?  

6.0 Recommendations, page 20: The DHE EIR consultants claim that “high-level 
analysis investigation … of the sewer system capacity and wastewater treatment 
capacity was performed, and continues “28 of the sites appear to have existing 
sewer infrastructure capacity in order to accomodate additional residential 
density due to the proposed re-zoning? 

In the PSZ the DHE EIR consultant has conflated the wastewater treatment 
infrastructure in Petaluma available for the maximum allowable future sewer 
capacity entitlement for 3000 people at the treatment plant AFTER PSZ sewer 
collection system improvements … with the existing PSZ limited capacity of the 
collection system infrastructure under the current land use Plan for 1300-1450 
people at full build out until the collection system improvements are completed.  

There should be a count of existing hook ups, an estimate of total hook ups 
needed for the land use plan FULL build out, plus a reserve capacity maintained 
to allow for failing septic systems in the future. This baseline information should 
be required before ANY serious consideration is given to the idea of having "any 
extra excess capacity" for additional unplanned for new DHE housing 
projects.  

PSZ ratepayers are entitled to know if there are any anticipated proposed land 
use changes being considered that could adversely impact their ability to hook up 
in the future to the sanitation system they finance. If there is any mishap due to 
mistakes in properly calculating the existing condition capacity who will be 
financially responsible for the damages and repairs to the system?   

Will developers of the DHE be required to post bond in case there are damages 
to the system?  Will the PRMD DHE EIR analysis specify who or what agency(s) 
will be financially liable if their proposed DHE experiment fails the PSZ system? 



Given the long standing existing physical conditions of the PSZ collection 
system constraints and that it is close to it’s established estimated “full build out” 
capacity of 1300-1450 people RIGHT NOW, PRMD and SCWA staff should 
pursue implementation of General Plan policy PF1b, see attached, and 
consider moratoria on plan amendments and zoning changes in order to 
protect services to existing residents and entitlements to residents in the 
zone who have not hooked up yet. 

Sonoma County General Plan Public Facilities and Services Policy PF-1b: 
Prepare or encourage the preparation of master plans or equivalent 
documentation for all wastewater management systems prior to approval of 
project facilities. Design and construct all facilities in accordance with General 
Plans of the applicable jurisdictions. In the event that a master plan or 
monitoring fails to show adequate facilities or supplies for planned growth, 
consider moratoria on plan amendments, zoning changes, building permits 
or other entitlements in order to protect services to existing residents. The 
minimum contents necessary for an adequate master plan or equivalent 
documentation are:   
 
(1)  Maps showing future service area boundaries,     
(2)  Forecasted growth that reflects all potential sources of future demand for 
facilities and the relationship to General Plan projections and limits,   
(3)  Projected service and facility needs,     
(4)  Estimated costs and revenues for needed improvements,     
(5)  System design parameters and assumptions,     
(6)  A program for water use reduction,     
(7)  A program to reduce storm water infiltration 
(8)  A program to monitor and account for amendments of the General Plan Land 
Use Map over time. 

 

Document attached:  

1) Penngrove Sewer Zone (PSZ) Capacity Study updated November 4, 2002 
(SCWA)  
 
Thank you. 
 
Rick Savel 
Marin LAFCo Commission, public member  
Penngrove Area Plan Advisory Committee, co-chair  
P. O. Box 227, Penngrove, CA 94951  
Ph# 415-479-4466, no texting  
Email: SkyPilot4u2@yahoo.com  
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Attn: Eric Gage 
Permit Sonoma  
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, California 95403. 
(707) 565-1391 
eric.gage@sonoma-county.org 
 
Permit Sonoma Rezoning Housing SItes for Housing Update - DEIR comments 
 
RE:  Penngrove Sewer Zone (PSZ) Capacity Study dated November 4, 2002  
updated by me, SCWA PSZ engineer David Grundman (retired)   
 
I noted several corrections to the Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton study of June,1990 
with the conclusion that under the existing physical conditions the 
collection system did not have sufficient capacity to handle the expected 
land use build out. Please see the complete study attached.     
 
To my knowledge, nothing has been done to change the physical situation during 
the past 30 years. However, there has been yet another study done which, was 
updated September 2016.  From my experience, it does little good to do multiple 
studies and not address actual corrections to the existing problems.   
 
In the September 2016 SCWA PSZ SSMP updated study, there are a number of 
items that I would take issue with.   
 
SCWA SSMP Section 8:  
 
The Summary suggests that that the Penngrove system would benefit from 
continued I/I monitoring and lays out a good monitoring plan, however it does 
little to determine and identify where the existing identified physical problem 
areas are located and solving actual known physical problems.   
 
How will monitoring fix an already established previously identified physical 
problem at the known locations? The system is very old and is in need of repairs 
in order to reduce I/I, a major cause of overflows and inadequate capacity.   
 
 
System Evaluation:  second page, first paragraph, suggests that securing 
manhole covers (this will likely lead to backflows into homes/businesses) and 
temporarily diverting flows.  Where do they plan to divert the flows to? ( It 
appears to me that this section may have been written by someone(s) lacking 
actual experience in the operation of a sewer system.)  
 
SCWA SSMP Section 9:  



 
While this section does layout a good monitoring plan, it does little to determine 
where the problem areas are located.  It is not likely that monitoring flows will 
serve any purpose at this time, lacking normal storm patterns.  
 
It appears that there is a lot of resources being spent on studies and very little on 
actually solving the already identified existing conditions and problems.   
 
David Grundman (SCWA retired) 
Email: dave_pat_1999@yahoo.com 
 
Attachment: Penngrove Sewer Zone (PSZ) Capacity Study dated November 4, 
2002 
 
E-Mail may contain confidential information that is covered by the Electronic 
Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. Sections 2510-2521, and is legally privileged.  If 
the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.  
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SUMMARY 

PENNGROVE 
SEWER CAPACITY STUDY 

By David Grundman November 4, 2002 

The Penngrove sewage collection capacity was analyzed based upon the current flow rates 
projected to build out and then included the proposed additional loading from the Sonoma 
County General Plan - Draft Housing Element. It was found that the existing collection system 
is not adequate to handle build out flows from the sanitation zone. 

Three reaches of the collection system appear to be inadequate. When the additional loadings 
from the Draft Housing Element are 100% applied, then the situation becomes worse. Two of 
the reaches will need to be upgraded even under the current projected buildout plan. The 
current flow rates are handled by the collection system and the addition of the proposed Draft 
Housing Element will not tax the collection system under current flow conditions. 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this study is to evaluate only the sewer capacity of the Penngrove collection 
system based upon current flow data and current zoning with proposed changes. Those 
changes are suggested in the Draft Housing Element of the Sonoma County General Plan, April 
20,2001. 

DOCUMENTS 

Exhibit A: Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton (KlJ/C) completed a sewer capacity study in June of 1990. 
Corrections were made to reflect current flow rates and zoning. ' 

Exhibit B: Sonoma County General Plan - Draft Housing Element (DHE), April 20, 2001, 
December 17, 2001 revisions, excerpts relative to Penngrove. It appears that a total of 55 units 
are proposed with about 34 being additional units. 

Exhibit C: Master list for Penngrove listing all of the sewer connections dated 10-17-01 for a 
total of 471.29 ESDs. 

Exhibit D: An old document dated September 4, 1992 showing a calculation for the average drY 
weather flow (ADWF)/ESD to be 236 gpd/ESD. This number may have come down over the 
years due to water conservation, but there are no current meter readings available for 
Penngrove. 

Exhibit E: A partial set of plans for the Penngrove collection system along with capacity 
calculations for each reach. 

1 
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Exhibit F: A series of spreadsheets, which analyze the expected flows at buildout with and 
without the DHE included. 

BACKGROUND 

The sewage from this system is pumped to Petaluma for treatment under an agreement, which 
currently limits the connected load to the equivalent of 3,000 people. The current loading is 
calculated to be about 1,251 people based upon the current masterlist load of 471.29 ESDs and 
the 2.655 persons per ESD as shown in Exhibit B. 

J/KIC completed a sewer capacity study in May of 1988. The study formed a basis for this 
current study. The J/KIC study contains two errors for the capacity of Lines E and N. The line E 
error was for the slope of the line, which when corrected did not change the ability of the 
collection system to handle additional loading. 

Line. N is a different matter. This line is actually composed of two 6-inch lines used for siphons. 
It appears that the cross sectional area of the two pipes was totaled and an equivalent pipe 
used to produce the capacity calculation. The correct method would be to simply add the 
capacity of each separate line together instead of attempting an equivalent pipe.. The end 
result, including an adjustment for the n.factor, is that Line N has an actual capacity of 0.52. 
MGD instead of 1.18 MGD shown in the study. 

The J/KIC study paints out two other reaches that appear to be in need of upgrading in orderto. 
carry the total build out flows. They are known as lines P and L in the J/KIC study. 

ANALYSIS 

The KlJ/C study was corrected directly per the notes above. This information was then entered 
into a series of spreadsheets (Exhibit F), which developed the peak wet weather flow (PWWF) 
with and without the DHE. Spreadsheet #9 shows where the DHE comes from. This 
information is then routed to Spreadsheets #1 and #2, which develop the (ADWF) as a basis. 

The PWWF is then developed in spreadsheets #3 and #4 by adding the 1&1 to the ADWF 
(increased by a wet weather factor ranging from 4.5 to 5). 

Spreadsheet #5 and #6 are a summary comparison of the PWWF to the sewer capacity. The 
spreadsheets suggest that capacity is already limited in three reaches of the collection system. 
Spreadsheet#5 indicates that the siphon located in.reach point 5-13 (area N) will be short about 
15 ESDs under Current buildout conditions. Additional study may show that this will not be a 
problem. It appears that the KlJ/C study may have simply used a straight pipeline analysis to 
determine the capacity of the siphon instead of a siphon analysis. 

Two other reaches for areas P and L are also short on capacity under the same conditions. 
Areas P and L where also pointed out in the KlJ/C study as being short on capacity. 

A comparison between spreadsheets #5 and #6 show that the addition of the DHE units will just 
make things worse as can be expected. The proposed DHE units are located above the areas 
P and L, which are the two lowest reaches of the collection system; therefore moving the DHE 
units to another reach will not accomplish anything. 
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Spreadsheets #7 and #8 show that the two lowest reaches (areas P and L) can accommodate 
the additional loading from the DHE units under current flow conditions. An overloading of the 
two lower reach.es is expected some time in the future unless additional capacity is developed. 
This can take the form of greater water conservation, parallel lines, or direct replacement of 
some existing lines. It is unlikely that Area N (the siphon) will be able to accommodate the 
additional loading from the DHE units without further study. 

CONCLUSION 

The Penngrove collection system does not appear to have sufficient capacity to handle the 
expected build out loading under current zoning conditions along three reaches of the system. 
Capacity improvements are required just to meet the current buildout plan. The additional load 
from the DHP cannot be handled without capacity improvements. 

SOWflr CapacIty study 
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Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton 
Marathon Plaza, Tenth Floor 

303 Second Street 
·San Francisco, CaHforn1a 94107 

415·362·6065 

4 June 1990 

Mr. K. Giovannetti 
Senior Civil Engineer 
Sanitation Division 
County of Sonoma 
575 Administration Drive 
Room 117A 
Santa Rosa, CA . 95403 

Subject: Penngrove (CSA #19) Sewer System Capacity Study 
K/J/C 900010.00 

Dear Mr. Giovannetti: 

We have .completed the sewer system capacity study for the· Penngrove area in 
accordance with our Agreement. The enclosed report describes the work 
performed, and presents our conclusions and recommendations. Twenty-five. 
copies are furnished. 

We have enjoyed working with you, Larry Brown, and John Sciborski on this 
study. The analysis was done by Jill Bicknell and Kerwin Allen of our' office, 
under my direction. If we can provide any further assistance on this matter, 
please call. 

Very truly yours, 

KENNEDY/JENKS/CHILTON 

Daniel F. Seidel, P.E. 
Project Manager 

DFS/kadWPC1l3 

Enclosure 
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INTRODUCTION 
Background 

County Service Area No. 19 (CSA 19) provides sewer service to the 
community of Penngrove. The community is located in central Sonoma 
County along the Highway 101 corridor, within the Rohnert Park-Cotati 
planning area. A land use plan map is presented on Figure 1. 

Penngrove is·a community of primarily urban and rural residential land 
uses, with some commercial and industrial areas along Old Redwood 
Highway. Its population was estimated at 800 in 1980, and projected to 
increase to 900 in 1990 and 1,400 by the year 2005.. It is surrounded by 
rural residential development areas which are beginning to be developed. 

In order to be abl e to respond to' requests for new sewer servi ces, the 
Sonoma County Department of Public Works (the County) retained 
Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton to perform a sewer system capacity study and 
estimate the available capacity in the existing sewer system'. 
Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton was authorized to perform the study per Agreement 
with the County dated 30 November 1989 and to begin work on 29 January',' 
1990. 
Objectives 

The study involved an evaluation of the Penngrove sewer system with the 
following objectives: 

1. Determine the system capacity required.to serve the 
"build-out" population of CSA 19 allowed by the 1989 General 
Plan within the existing service area boundaries; 

. 2. Determine the residual capacity available in each pipe line at 
ultimate build-out·conditions. 

The results of the study provide the County with information to help 
respond to requests for annexations or increases i n popu 1 at ion 
densities. 

" 
METHODOLOGY 

Sources of Information 

The following information was obtained from the County for use in this 
study: . 

1. Sonoma County General Plan - Land Use Element and.Public 
Facilities and Services Element, Sonoma County Planning 
Department, adopted 2f March 1989; . 

2. Land Use Pl an Map: Rohnert Park-Cotati and Envi rons ,Sonoma' 
County General Plan, adopted 23 March 1989; 
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3. Sonoma County Assessor's Parcel Maps; 

4. Sanitation User Inventory Master List, prepared by Sonoma 
County Public Works Department, dated 27 October 1989; 

5. Construction Drawings, County Service Area No. 19, Wastewater 
Collection and Pumping Facilities Project C-06-1112, Sheets 
G-l, C-l throughC-47, February 1977. 

Peaking factors for wastewater flows were obtained from Figure 4 of 
Design and Construction of Sanitary and Storm Sewers, American Society 
of Civil Engineers, Manuals and Reports on Engineering Practice, No. 37, 
1969. The selected peaking factor curve is reproduced on Figure 2 of 
this report. 

Method of Approach 
The methodology used to estimate the available capacity in the Penngrove 
sewer system is' described below: 

1. A map of the eXisting sewer system was superimposed on a 
composite of the assessor's parcel maps and divided into 15 
major sewer lines of relatively uniform di'ameter and slope. 
The boundaries of the contributing areas to each line were 
determined and the size of each area in acres was estimated, 
using information from the assessor's maps and the 
construction drawings. (Note that the size of a contributing 
area equals the sum of the areas of its individual parcels and 
does not include street and road areas.) 

2. The estimated average dry weather flow (ADWF) from each 
contributing area was calculated as follows. The existing 
wastewater flows were determined from the County's sanitation 
user inventory master list of equivalent single dwellings 
(ESDs) on each developed parcel in the service area. Future 
flows from undeveloped parcels were estimated based on the 
maximum density allowed by the land uses specified in the 
General Plan (Figure 1) and unit flow rates associated with 
those uses (see Design Criteria). Estimated flows from all 
parcels in a contributing area, were summed to compute the 
total ADWF from each area. Area ADWFs are presented in 
Table 1. 

3. The total (or cumulative) ADWF for each pipe line was 
estimated by adding ADWFs from all upstream lines to the ADWF 
of the contributing area to that line (see Table 2). ' 

4. Peak dry weather flows (PDWFs) for each pipe line .were . 
estimated by applying a peaking factor to the cumulative ADWF 
for that line. The peaking factor was selected from a graph 
of peaking factors versus population (Figure 2). To use the 
graph, an equivalent population associated with the cumulative 
ADWF of a particular line was calculated, based on the ESD 
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flow rate and an average household size of approximately 2.7 
persons (from the County General Plan, Land Use Element, Table 
LU-ll). The cumulative AOWF multiplied by the peaking factor 
yielded the cumulative POWF (see Table 2). 

5. Wet weather infiltration/inflow (1/1) was computed on a gallon 
per day per acre (gpad) basis. The estimated 1/1 from each· 
contributing area was summed to produce a cumulative 1/1 for 
each pipe line. The cumulative 1/1 was added to the 
cumulative POWF to obtain the peak wet weather flow (PWWF) for 
each 1 ine (see Table 2) .. The estimated PWWF represents the 
total ·capacity required in a given line to adequately serve 
the needs of its contributing service area. 

6. The design capacity of each pipe 1 ine was computed using 
Manning's equation for open channel fl ow .. Since pipe capacity 
is controlled by slope, the minimum slope of the line was used 
to compute the capacity of the line if the entire line was not 
of constant slope.· The pi pe characteri sti cs and computed 
design capacities are presented in Table 3. 

7. The final step was to subtract the PWWF from the computed 
design capacity to determine the available capacity, in each 
line. The results of these computations are presented in the 
last columns of Table' 2. The available capacities are . 
expressed in million gallons per day (MGO) and in equivalent 
single dwell ings (ESOs). A negative result indicates that the 
line has insufficient capacity for peak wet weather flows 
under ·build-out conditions. 

A map of the Penngrove sewer system showing the 15 designated pipe lines 
and contributing areas is presented on Figure 3. . 

Design Criteria 

. For estimating existing AOWFs, a value of 220 gallons per day (gpd) per 
ESO was used. This value Was estimated by the County Publ icWorks 
Department .based on actual wastewater flow data collected during the 
period July through October 1989, and is higher th.an the 181 gpd per ESO 
used in the General Plan revision of 1989. For estimating future AOWFs 
from undeveloped parcel s, the foll owi ng unit flow rates were assumed for 
each specified land use on Figure 1: 

1. Residential (UR and RR): 1 ESO (220 gpd) per unit, assuming 
maximum density (in whole units) 

2. Commercial (Limited and General): 600 gpad 
3. Industrial (Limited): 800 gpad 
4. Quasi-Public (Schools and Parks): 220 gpd per ESO value 

assigned·by Sanitation User Inventory Master List 

Ultimate build-out was used to evaluate the worst case hydraulic 
condition for the system. It is not anticipated that the General Plan 
population of 1,400 for the year 2005 will be exceeded. 
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Peak 1/1 rates were assumed to be 800 gpad, regardless of land use. 
Flowing full capacities of pipe reaches were computed using Manning's 
equation, assuming an "nn value of 0.013 for transite (asbestos 
concrete) pipe. 

RESULTS 
Average Dry Weather Flows 

The computation of ADWFs at the ultimate build-out condition is 
presented in Table 1. The estimated total AOWF generated from the 
service area is approximately 151,000 gallons per day. 

Peak Wet Weather Flows 

The computations of cumulative AOWFs, cumulative POWFs, contributions 
'from 1/1 and cumulative PWWFs are presented in Table 2. The cumulative 
PDWF for the entire system is approximately 0.70 MGO. The cumulative 
1/1 for the system is estimated to be approximately 0.32 MGO, bringing 
the total cumulative PWWF to 1.0 MGO. 

At the request of the County, an 1/1 rate of 800 gpad was used to 
 calculate cumulative 1/1 and PWWFs. Based on this assumption, total 1/1 
represents about 30 percent of the peak wet weather flow. This 
assumption may be conservative, given that the sewer system is only 13 
years old and that local groundwater level s are typically below the pipe 
inverts. However, this rate is probably appropriate for a future 
condition of ultimate build-out and a somewhat deteriorated sewer 
system. 
Sewer System Capacity 

The flowing-full capacity of each sewer line was computed and presented 
,in Table 3. These capacities were then transferred to Table 2 and 
compared to the estimated cumulative PWWFs to determine the available 
capacity of each line. In most cases, sewers were designed using a 
slope that would achieve a minimum self-cleansing velocity of 
approximately 2 feet per second. 

In Table 2, available capacity is expressed in MGO and in ESOs (by 
dividing the' available capacity in gpd by 220). Available ESOs 
represent the excess capacity in the sewer line above the capacity 
required to serve build-out in the area served by each line. Build-out 
is calculated using densities allowed in the General Plan. 

The computations indicate that all lines have sufficient capacity for 
peak wet weather flows at ultimate build-out except the two most 
downstream sections, line P (from point 13 to point 9) and line L (point' 
9 to point 10). The flowing-full capacities of lines P and L appear to 
be less than required capacity by 0.06 and 0.24 MGD, respectively. 

,

,
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The analysis of the Penngrove (CSA 19) sewer system capacity and the 
estimated peak flows under ultimate build-out conditions indicates that 
the existing sewer system has sufficient capacity for future flows in 
the upper reaches of the sewer system. However, two reaches of the main 
trunk sewer (shown as lines Land P on Figure 3) connecting the upper 
reaches to the pump station have inadequate capacity for build-out 
conditions. Line L causes the most severe restriction due to its flat 
(minimum) slope and limits system capacity to 0.78 mgd. 

Replacing the existing 10-inch diameter pipes in lines Land P with 
12-inch diameter pipes or constructing a relief sewer will be necessary 
to meet build-out conditions within the CSA. No excess capacity exists 
to serve areas outside of the CSA, unless the two lines are replaced. 

Based on these conclusions, the following recommendations are made: 

• The County should continue to monitor seWer system flows to verify 
I/I rates and unit ESD flow rates. 

Lines Land P should be replaced'when approaching their 0.78 mgd 
capacity. Installation of 12-inch diameter pipes will increase 
capacity to 1.02 mgd, matching the estimated build-out flow. 

Consideration should be given to installing IS-inch diameter pipes 
for these lines if it is contemplated that areas outside the CSA 
boundaries win be annexed in the future. 

WPC113 5 900010 



TABLE 1. 
PENNGROVE SEWER CAPACITY STUOY 

ESTIMATED AVERAGE DRY WEATHER FLOWS, 
MAXIMUM BUILD-OUT CONDITION 

ULTIMATE 
CONTRI BUTARY EQUIV. ADWF 

AREA GENERAL AREA SINGLE DWELLINGS (GPO) TOTAL AOWF 
TO LINE PLAN (AC) (ESC.) (1) TO LINE 

A· UR-1 27.0 27 5940 
UR-2 21.4 42 9240 
UR-4 11.7 44 9680 

24,860 

B UR-1 42.8 42 9240 
9,240 

c UR-1 5.2 5 1100 
UR-2 14.5 28 6160 

LIM. IND 16.5 NOT APPLICABLE 13200 
20,460 

D UR-1 21.6 21 4620 
.4,620 

E UR-l 7.8 7 1540 
UR-2 4.7 8 1760 

3,300 

F UR-1 1:2 1 220 
UR-2 26.5 52 11440 

GEN. COMM. 2.8 NOT APPLICABLE 1680 
13,340 

G UR-Z 14.4 2B 6160 
LIM. COMM. 8.5 NOT APPLICABLE 5100 

. ",260 
H UR-1 B.4 B 1760 

UR-6 13.2 7B 17160 
UR-Z 4.3. 8 1760 
QUASI 7.3 6 (2) 1320 

GEN. COMM. 2.2 NOT APPLICABLE 1320 
LIM. COMM. 3.4 NOT APPLICABLE 2040 

25,360 

UR·1 18.2 18 3960 
UR-2 21.3 42 9240 

LIM. COMM. 4.3 NOT APPLI CABLE 2580 
LIM. IND. 2.0· NOT APPLI CABLE 1600 

QUASI 2.3 1 (2) 220 
17,600 

J ·RR·2 4_8 2 440 
440 

K RR-2 1_5 1 220 
GEN. COMM. 0.90 NOT APPLICABLE 540 

760 

L UR·2 6.5 12 2640 
RR-2 21.2 10 2200 

4,840 

M UR-4 11.4 44 9680 
LIM. COMM. 1.6 NOT APPLICABLE 960 

QUASI 5.5 3 (2) 660 
11,300 

N 0.0 . NOT APPLICABLE o 
o 

P RR·2 36.7 18 3960 
3,960 

TOTALS 403.6 151,340 

NOTE: 
1) Based on ESC flow rate of 220 gpd/unit for r_esidential areas, 

600 gpad for coomerci.al areas, and 800 gpad for industrial areas. 
2) ESC for obtained fram sanitary User Inventory Master List. 



TABLE 2 
PENNGROVE SE"b'ER CAPACIty·STUDY 

ESTIMATED PEAK flOWS AND AVAILABLE CAPACITY 

INCR CUM PEAK LINE 
PEAKING CUMULATIVE Ji.ICR III CUM CUHULAT-lVE CAPACITY AVAILA!lLE AVAILABLE I I AI'"' CUMULATIVE ECU1V I 

I AD"' FACTOR PD\.IF AREA 01.130) 1/1 L1I1E PWf (GPD) I (MGO) CAPACITY EQUIV. POP I 
LINE FROM TO 

I (HGO) (ACRES) (4) (MGD) (HGD) (5) ESD (GPD) I (HOO) (2) I NO 
NO POUlT POINT (1) 

I 1 I 
D.04B" 0.048 0.172 1 0.500 0.328 1,490 5.0 

, 
I 24,860 2li,860 305 0.124 60.1 I 

A 
I 
I , 1 I 

9,240 5.0 0.046 42.8 0.034 0.034 0.080 I 0.500 0.420 1,908 
B 4 9,240 I 

I I I 1,190 0.173 0.031 0.06? 0.236. 0.500 4 34,600 425 38.a I 0.262 5.0 I 
I 12 25,360 

1 I I 0.080 0.310 1 0.500 0.190 866
M I 0.230 0.015 11,300 5.0 12 , 45,900 563 18.5 1 • 

1 1 I 0.500 0.369 1,676 1 c I 20,460 20,460 251 5.0 0.102 36.2 0.029 0".029 0.131 1 3 11 

, I I I 0.500 0.190 4B.l 0.038 0.067 0.258 I 0.242 1,101 5.0 I I 11 17,600 38,060 467 
I I I 0.017 0.320 1,454 I D 0."017 0.040 0.360 

I 14 15 4,620 4,620 ,7 5.0 0.023 21.6 I 
D I I I " 0.027 1 0.433 1,969 0.040 12.5 0.067 0.500 " I E 0.010 I 15 7 3,30q 7,920 97 5.0 

I 1 I • Z.4 0.002 0.029 0.073 1 0.500 0.427 1,943 I , 
760 5.0 I 7 6 8,680 107 0.043 

I , 1 1 

... 5.0 4.8 0.004 0.100 0.336 579 0.236 I 0.500 0.164 746 I 
13 440 " J I I "'-..c. I ;,,tJ I 3,173 o 5.0 0.354 " 0.0 0.000 0.128 0.482 J..16U-- I 

5 70,760 I 0.698 
N I 13 

I 1 I 
P 0.585 36.7 0.029 0.257 0.843 1 0.780 -0.063 o 1 

I 13 121,900 P 9 3,960 1,496 ·4.8 .' 
1 1 I 0.360 O",Z6't l;Z24 1 

F B 16 13,340 164 5.0 0.067 30.5 0.024 0.024 0.091 1 I 13,340 
I I I 1 0.500 0.335 1,523 I G 0.165 0.123 22.9 0.018 0.042 24,600 302 5.0 G I 16 9 11,260 
1 1 I 

1,857 0,696 27.7 0.022 0.323 1.019 1 . 0.780 -0.239 0 4.6 I I 9 10 4,640 151,340 

NOTES: 1)f"mT,bLel 92, ilJf37GfL FfMtYliJ05:: ;l7'3;kWIij>,# -I-1C>6 -;1.tOG!>;f/ 
2)8ased on an ESD flail rate of 220 gpd and an averege of 2.7 persons per simiLe dwelLing " z;<5& ..R»L".JDilJr 
3)'"m 'ig"" 2 7071'L AtJl/ f- GSJ) = '7-& 
4)llased on an assumed 1/1 of 800 gpad'/ l7;e.sr U" : ?b eJ/? 72> .--1=. j4;,H-C/f{7 
5)From TabLe 3 
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LINE FROM 
DESIGNATION POINT 

LINE A 

LINE B , 
LINE H 4 

LINE H 12 

LINE C 3 

LINE 1 " 
LINE 0 14 

LINE E 15 

LINE K 7 

LINE .J 6 

LINE N 

.LINE P 13 

LINE F • 
UNf G 16 

LINE l 9 

NOTE: 

TO 
POINT 

5 

4 

12 

5 

" 
6 

15 

7 

6 

13 

13 

9 

16 

9 

10 

TABLE :3 
PENNGROVE SEWER CAPACITY STUDY 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY OF SEJ./ER LINES 

DIAl! 
(IN) TYPE 

8 TRANSITE 

8 TRANSITE 

8 TRANSITE 

8 TRANSITE' 

S' TRANSITE 

B TRAHSITE 

6 TRANSITE 

fI TRANSITE 

8 TRANSITE 

8 TRANSlTE 

(2x6) TRANSITE 

10 TRANSITE 

6 TRANSrTE 

8 TRANSITE 

10 TRANSITE 

SlOPE 
(F.T/H) 

(1) 

0.0040 

AREA 
(FT2) 

0.35 

0.0040 0.35 

0 .. 0040 0.35 

0.0040 0.35 

0.0B40 0.35 

0.0040 0.35 

0.0100 0.20 

0.35 

0.0040 0".35 

"'0 
Jtl.[)lUS 

0.167 

0.167 

0.167 

0.161 

0.167 

0.167 

0.125 

0.167 

0.167 

'n' 
vALUE 

0.013 

0.013 

0.013 

0.013 

0.013 

0.013 

0.013 

0.013 

0.013 

ESTlMA.TED 
CAPACITY 

(HGD) 

0.50 

0.50 

0.50 

0.50 

0.50 

0.50 

0.36 

.......---
0.50 

0.0040 0.35 0.167 0.013 0 50 
. DOb 0'P .. 2- rc." PIP;;' jl!r" W/WtU, ..tPIj2.t)fVH 

Q (f§) .....,.--P. rJ-. 
.Ol't Fd-!- elF 

0.0030 0.55 0.20B 0.013 0.78 

0.0100 0.20 0.125 0.013 0.36 

0.0040 0.35 0.167 0.013 0.50 

0.0030 0.55 0.20B 0.013 0.76 

1) Represents minimun slope of pipe sections in eaeh line. foIost pipes I-Iere designed at 
minirrun slope, i.e. that slope I-Ihieh I-Iould, maintain a flowing-full velocity of 
approximately 2 ft/see. 
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7.3.8 . Penngrove 
Water service in the Penngrove area is provided by the Penngrove Water Company (Pwq, 
while sewer service is provided by the City of Petaluma under contract to the Penngrove 
Sanitation Zone (PSZ). The PWC provides service within the Urban Service Boundary, to <! 
few scattered parcels on the west side of the Urban Service Boundary, and to the Cannon 
Manor subdivision .. 

Water Service. PWC has water service from the SCWA. PWC staff "doesn't know" if . 
they have sufficient supply to serve the holding capacity of the General Plan Land Use 
Map, which was 189 units in 1990. Future ability to increase service will depend on 
the ability of SCWA to increase diversions of Russian River water. 

Sewer Service. The contract for sewer service with the City of Petaluma has a service 
area population cap of 3,000 persons. Service is currently provided to 460 ESDs 
(equivalent single family dwellings), Averaging the 1990 household sizes of the two 
CenslTs tracts in which Penngrove is located yields an average household size 
persons, yielding a current service area population of 1,220 persons. Subtracting (220 
from 3,000 suggests that the service area could accommodate an additional 670 
housing units at the 1990 average household size. Since 189 units remain to be built 
under 1990 holding capacity estimates, it appears that sufficient capacity exists to serve 
the population anticipated by the General Plan Land Use Map. 

7.3.9 R.ussian River 
Urban water and sewer service in the lower Russian River area are provided by the 
Sweetwater Springs Water District (SSWD) and the Russian River County Sanitation District 
(RRCSD). The service areas of the two entities are very different, with the SSWD service 
area encompassing a large area that is outside the service area of the RRCSD. The RRCSD 
service area is coterminous with the General Plan Urban Service Boundary, and includes 
the communities of Guerneville and Rio Nido, plus the intervening area along the Russian 
River. . 

Water Service. AccordingJoSSWQstaff, the District has water rights to 1,214 acre-feet 
per year, with 147.32 acre-feet per year available to serve new connections. Current 
average demand per connection is 4,048 gallons per month, with no peaking issues due 
to adequate storage. Therefore, the SSWD could serve an additional 988 connections at 
the average demand rate. Since the 1990 holding capacity of the General Plan Land 
Use Map for the Urban Service Area allowed for 636 additional residential units, it 
appears that the SSWD could serve all residential development allowed by the General 
Plan within the Urban Service Area. However, the potential for additional demand 

. originating outside the boundaries of the Urban Service Area is unknown, as is the 
potential for commerciallindustrial redevelopment. 

Sewer Service. Staff of the RRCSD has stated: 'We will be able to provide sanitary 
sewer service for the [RRCSD] assuming the existing urban service boundary and land 
use identified in the existing General Plan do not change. Changesto the General Plan 
may require changes to our facilities plan to accommodate any potential increase in 
treatment plant, storage, or disposal ca)Jacity." 
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@

'" 
UR' 

Hou . Op ,. A Housing 
Um.nS8Nice U,'" ""'" 

,. C 

SW MopIOJ ..... ANa (Mapt) APN. ,."... .... Units op"," Zonina T Vl L "" T Vl L • 
18 17 Vacant 0_ 130-1·65-001 1.12 , 0 UR , R1865DUfAC • 0 0 0 13 2 , , 
19 1. Vacant SR 043-<141_ 1.26 , 0 UR , R1 8650UlAC 0 0 0 0 14 2 7 , 
20 2<l Vacant SR 125-042.015 ,.55 17 0 UR , R1 B65DUIAC 0 0 0 0 40 • 20 " 21 21 Vacant Larldield (5) 039-025-<143 1.92 • 0 UR 5 R1 S65DU/AC 0 0 0 0 2' , 11 8 
22 2' Vacant San Vall 12) 1.07 , • UR , R1 86 5DU/ACF2BR o· 0 0 0 12 2 , 4 

23 23 Vacant SonV.1 (12 056-481-032 2.09 10 0 UR 5 R1865DU/AC 0 0 0 0 23 , 11 • 
2' 2' Vacant Son Vall (12) 058690-<J08 1.22 , 0 UR 5 R1 8650UIAC > • 0 0 0 14 2 7 , 
25 26 Veeant Son Valley (12 133-150-038 1.37 , 0 UR , R1 S65DUIACF2BR 0 0 0 0 " 2 8 , 

W_ S ...... 

Available? Available? 
Yes Yes 
Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes y" 
y" 
y" y" 

UM 
Housing Opportunity A Housing rom C W,,", 5_, 

Urban S.rvice U,,,, ..., 
Site# Map 10# .A.r9a APN;t ..... .... U,m; GP [len Zoning T VL L AM T VL L M Available? Available? """"" GeyservUie (S 140-160-011 1.11 , 1 9 V_'" 0 UR 4.8 R1 B6 4.8DUlAC 0 0 0 0 13 2 6 , 

2 10 Vleant RR (7) 060-250-02. 5.74 22 0 UR • R1 B64DU/AC 0 0 0 0 54 8 31 25 
11 060-250-025 

070-070-G40 1.38 , 3 12 Vacant RR 0 UR • R1 B64DU/AC 0 0 0 0 16 2 8 6 
4 13 Vacant RR 070-160-018 '.58 14 0 UR • R1 B64DUlACF1f2SRBR 0 0 0 0 2. 1B 

Vacant RR 070.180-005 1.32 , • 0 UR , R1 B64DU/AC , 5 15 " 2 7 
RR (7) 070-200-011 1.70 , • • • • 6 " Vacant 0 UR 4 R1 B64DUIAC 0 0 0 0 19 2 10 7 " Bod .. 100-180-022 4.00 ,. 7 1B Vaeant 1 0 UR • R1 CO B6 4DUlAC 0 0 0 44 5 22 17 • 

UnderutiHzed Bod Bay 1 100-200-037 1:92 7 1 UR 4 R1 CC R6 4DUIAC 0 0 , 8 48 0 22 3 11 8 
4B 1-40-15()..001 
50· Undenltillzed 1-40-150-004 18 , _"(3) '.94 UR 4.8 R1 B8 4.8DU/AC 0 0 0 0 45 8 22 17 Y .. Yes • 51 t50-150-008 

10 52 UndeMIllzed :'Penngrove ·047-164-006 3.41 13 1 UR 4 R1 B64DU/AC 0 0 0 0 .38 4 15 y" y"  
RR 069-280-043 2.00 .1 UR , R1 B64DUlAC 0 0 0 0 22 , " 11 54 Underutillzed 11 8 Yes • 

12 55 UnderulUlzed RR (8) 07().(l10-005 7 1 UR • R1 B64DU/AC 0 0 0 21 3 10 Y .. Yes • • 
13 50 Underufllized RR (7) 071_ 2.98 11 1 UR 4 R1864DUlAC 0 0 0 0 33 4 13 Yes ., Underulillzed RR( 071-140-017 3.16 12 1 UR , R1 86 4DUlACF1F2 BR 0 0 0 0 35 " 17 14 Yes 

Underullllzed RR{8 071-250-008 1.87 7 , • " 15 58 UR • R1 86 4DUlAC F2 0 0 0 0 21 3 10 8 Yes Yes ,. Undenmllzed Son Vall 11 Q54.381.o10 1.26 5 1 UR • R1 as 4DU/ACF2SDBR 0 0 0 0 14 2 7 5 y" Yes " Son Valley (11) 054-381.()11 1.38 , Underutilized 1 UR 4 R1 B6 4DUlACSD 0 0 0 0 2 8 , 17 " C:11a.TnT.o.1 42.81 0 0 0 , " " 

KEY, 
(1) "10#" identifios the subject property on the Urban S8fVice Area Maps. "APN" means Auessor Purc:el Numb«. (3) "Units Base" means tM numb« r.l housing units required 
by mapped density. (4) "GP Den." means the mapped General Plan re5idential density in units per acre. (5) See Ield 101' mNning of"State Density Bonus," "HOUSing Opportunity 
A" and "Housing Opportunity Co" (6) For Wilterand sewer service, "yes" means provider ha$ capacities rated "Mara Than Adequat.," "AdBqwte" or"Adequate WIth Concerns" H 
shown In Table 7.6 Ind text. (7) "T" means total units; -vt." means Very loW Income; "l" means tow Income, "M" means modelEe Income endOW means above moderate income. 

Table rA 

Sonoma County Urban Service Area 
Housing Site Inventory 
With Availability of Water and Sewer Services hein 74c.xis 



26 61 Undenrtllized Graton 4 130-101-037 1.15 5 1 UR 5 R1 8650U/AC 0 0 0 0 13 2 , 5 y" y" 
Zl 62 Undenrtillzed Graton (4) 130-14s.003 1.00 5 1 UR 5 R1 8SSDU/AC 0 0 0 0 11 2 5 4 y" y" 
2. " Und"rutllized GJa\on 4) 130-294-016 1.01 5 1 UR 5 R1 SIlSDU/AC 0 0 0 0 12 2 , 4 y" y" 
29 54 Underutllized Larkfield (5) 039-025-019 1.02 5 1 UR 5 R188S0UfAC 0 0 0 0 12 2 , 4 y" y" 

I 30 65 Underutllized Larkfield (5) 039-380-01& 1.51 7 1 UR 5 R1 8650UfAC 0 0 0 0 17 2 9 6 y" Yes 
31 " Underutillzed Larkfield (5) 039-3S0-026 1.09 5 1 UR 5 R1 86SDUfAC 0 0 0 0 12 2 • 4 y" Yes 
32 67 Underutillzed Larkfield 5) 039-380-027 1.04 5 2 UR 5 R1865DU/AC 0 0 0 0 12 2 , , y" Yes 
33 71 Underutllized SR 9) 125-301.{)43 1.71 • 1 UR 5 R1855DUfAC 0 0 0 0 19 2 10 7 y" Yes 

18 043-041_ 
25 125-501-007 

34 .. V_ntand 043-041.001 
69 Und&ru!ilized SR (9) 043-041-<l34 24.41 118 12 UR 5 R1 B6SDUIAC 0 0 0 0 2n " 136 106 Yfi y" 
72 125-451-002 
T.l 125-451..oog 

·74 1250501..(121 
35 75 Underutllized Scm Valley (12) 052·211-045 1.76 • 1 UR 5 R18S5DUfAC 0 0 0 0 20 2 10 • Yes y" 
36 7S Underutillzed Son Valley (11) 054-130-030 1.60 • 1 UR 5 R1 85 SDUfACSRSD 0 0 0 0 18 2 , 7 Yes Yes 
37 77 Underutillzed Son Valley (12) {)56.()72-043 1.26 • 1 UR 5 R1 85 SDUfACSRSD 0 0 0 0 14 2 7 5 Yes y" 
3. 7B Underutll!zed Son Valley (12) 133-150-039 2.37 11 1 UR 5 R1 B6 5DUfACF28R 0 0 0 0 27 , 14 10 y" y" 

SUBTOTAL 64.63 260 25 0 0 0 0 

UR' 
HOUlJin 0 portun A HOUSing Op rtunltyC W,,", ...... 

Urban U,,, "'" SiteH Map 10# S_ Ma (Map#) APN# .... U," GPDen Zoning T Vl L AM T VL L M Available? Available? 
27 140-130-027 

39 " Vacant.nd 140-130-005 
82 Underutllized Goy5arville (3) 140-130-028 5.01 28 , UR • R2866DUfAC 62 15 12 35 67 7 29 21 y" y" 
54 140-15Q.Of2 
79 140-1CJ0-004 

40 80 UndforutilizMi Geyserville (3) 140-100-013 4.67 27 • UR • R2 Be BDUfAC " 13 12 " 53 • 2. 21 y" y" 

6J " 140-130-059 
41 85 UndtrutlllNd Penngrova 047·173--016 1.:36 • 1 UR • R2 B6SDUfAC 17 , , 10 15 2 7 , y" YM 
42 " Unulam\ilized Sen Viall (12) 052·173-007 '0.87 5 2 UR. R2 B6SDUfAC 11 , 2 • 10 1 5 • y§ Yes 
43 87 Underutllized Son Vallay (12) 052·2n-027 1.43 • 1 UR 6 R2B66DU/AC 18 • 4 10 16 2 • • Yeo Yos 

SUBTOTAL 13.34 76 13 151 18 75 " 
UR. 

I Housing Opportunity A I Houslf\il 0 lportunity C Water S8WI!IT 
Um, ... '""' U,,, I I I I J 

SW Jot Status Area (Map I) APN f. Acres BaM Units GP Den ZonIng T VL L AM T VL L M Available? Available? 
-44 29 Vacant RR (8) 07o.1Q0.0.42 1.00 e 0 UR 8 R2 86 80UfACF1F28RSR 16 4 3 9 0 0 0 0 Yes Yes 

SUBTOTAL 1.00 BOO () 0 0 

Table.A 



Tabre-·tA 

UR10 , Housing 0 ",,,' A H .... ' """ C w_ Sowe, 
Urban s.Mce Units .... 

SW Map 101 ..... -_OJ APN. "- Bo .. u,", GPDen """"" T VL L AM T VL L M Available? Available? 
45 .. RR (8) 070-02().037 0.78 , 1 UR 10 R2 B6100UlAC F2 1. • 3 • • • • • Yes Yes 
.6 .. Underutlllud SR(10) o.q..141-002 25 , UR 10 R2 B6 100UfAC '2 11 ,. 31 • • • • Yes Yes 

93 043-1041.045 ,. 043-141-033 
.7 91 Vac:.nt and SR{1-O) 043-1041-020 12' 31 • UR 10 R2 B810DU/Ae or ,. 13 39 • • 0 0 Yes Yes 

92 Undanrtllized 043--141..{)35 
48 .. SR{1 O43-1<><lO4 3.74 " " UR 10 R2 66 100U/AC 75 1. 1. " 0 0 • 0 Yes Yes 

OS 043-144-001 
96 043-144003 I 

4S S7 0<3-1 ....... 

" Underutlllz$d SR(10) 043-1.....,. • .25 61 • UR 10 R2 B610DU/AC 12' 27 25 7. • • • • Yos Yes .. 043-1 ...... . 

50 100 UndllNllllz.d SR(9) 125-251-001 2.54 24 2 UR 10 RR B610AC 52 11 ,. 31 • • • • Yes Yes 
101 125-251-002 
31 125-252-002 

51 102 V_ntand SR(9) ,,....,...,, 13.58 135 ·2 UR 10 RRB61DAC 273 56 55 162 • 0 0 0 Y- Yes 
103 Uncltndlll9d 125-2S2-«M . 

SUBTOTAL 32,73 '" " • , 0 0 

U .... 

Housin Opport1Jn A Housi rtun' C w_ S.....-
Ui'Oan Servk:a U .... .... 

SIleO "" ...... "'" (Map t) APN. ,.".. - Un .. OPDon """1M T VL L AM T VL L M Awilable? AvaIlable? 
52 32 Lllrilfieid (S) Q39.025-0S2 • .57 .. 0 UR 11 R2 66110UfAC 101 21 20 '" 0 0 0 0 Yes Ves 

33 039<12 ..... 
53 OS Larkfield 059-230-071 ,.,. " 0 UR 11 R28611DU/AC " 14 1. 40 0 0 0 0 Yes Yes 

104 03>02&<03 
54 105 Unclerutilized Lar1ditotd (5) 039-025-005 2A3 '" 3 UR 11 R2 B6110UIAC .. 12 11 " 0 0 0 0 Ves Y .. 

108 . 039-02&-071 
65 106 Underutil2ed larkfiald (5) 0311-025.053 4.31 46 4 UR 11 R2 B6110U/AC .. 2. " 56 0 0 0 0 Vos Yos 

107 (130025-054 
56 109 Larldield , 5) -" '.67 , . 1 UR 1:1 R2 B6110U/AC 15 3 3 , • • • 0 Yos Ves 

110 058-'111-006 
112 056-171-023 
113 056-171-024 

57 '" 
_ ... 

.......,,(5) 058-171-025 7." 85 34 UR 11 R2 B6110UIAC 176 ,. 34 1(13 0 0 0 0 Yes Yos 
11. 058-171.032 
117 058-171-039 

",-' '" 058-171-0040 I 
116 Larkfi,td (5) 1.27 " , UR 11 R2B611DUiAC " • , " 0 0 0 0 Vos es 

SUBTOTAL 24.17 ,., .. 0 0 0 0 



Table "(.4-

UR115 
Housing Opportun' A Housing Opportunity C Water .... , 

UrbilnSaIVk:e U"," E>dot 
Sitell 101 st. .. _(Map,", APN# A_ BoM U, .. OP Den Zon!ng T VL L AM T VL L • Ava1lllble? Available? 

" _10 
58 121 V.-cllntanci D43-064<I07 

122 Undarutllized 8R{1;I) !J43.064.O<l8 4.17 01 4 UR 15 RJ B6150U/ACSR 128 Z7 26 75 0 0 0 0 Vos V .. 
12:1 ........... 
124 _" 59 37 Va=antand 8R (5) 125-381-003 5.84 87 1 UR 15 R3 B6 150UlAC 176 36 35 1115 0 0 0 0 Vos Vos 
134 Undllrutl!izecI 125-381-004 

60 ' 120 SR .. - 1.09 10 1 UR 15 R3 B615DU/ACSR 33 7 7 19 0 0 0 0 Vos V" 
128 125-131-029 
127 125-131-030 
128 Und.ruIIlized 8R (9) 125-131-031 2.49 35 8 UR'15 R3 B6 150U/AC 78 17 " 43 0 0 0 0 Vos Vos 
129 125-131-032 
130 125-131..(133 ., 131 Undarutllized 8R (5) 125-131..053 1.32 10 1 UR 15 R3 8615DU/AC 40 8 8 2. 0 0 0 0 V" Vos 

62 13' Undenrtl1lzed 8R(5) 125-381-004 4.95 " 1 UR 15 R3 B6150U/AC 149 30 30 .. 0 0 0 0 Vos VOS 
,SUBTOTAL 19.86 292 . .16 o. 0 0 0 

URi7 
Housi 0,,,,," A HDU5ln Opportunity C We, ..... 

UoJ" """ I TI VL 1 L 1 AM 1 T Available? j S'" 100 st. .. Area APN' ,,"'os BoH U, .. OP Den Zonlna VL L • Available? 
63 13. Underutlllzed RR(8) . 12Q.Q48 0.35 , , UR 17 R3 5617 F2 8R 12 , 2 7 0 0 0 0 

SUBTOTAL , • 0 0 0 0 

UR20 
I Housing Opportunity A I Housing 0 portunity C Water Sewer 

U_ SoM" U,,,. "'" I I I I I SW tOIl! Status Area (Map t) APN , Acres Base Units GP Den Zoning T' Vl l' AM T VL L M Available? Available? 
64 137 Underutilized SonVaUeY(-11) 054-340-033 0..36 7 1 UR 20 R38S20HDSD 15 3 3 9 0 0 0 0 Yes Yes 

SUBTOTAL 0.36 7 1 0 0 0 0 

NOTES: 

U, .. """ ,,"'os "M U,,", 
TOTAl- 11111.91;> 13&3 160_ 

TOTAl- UNITS AllOWEO ON VACANT AND ' 
UNDERunlJZED RESIDENTlALL Y ZONED PRoPERTIES 

Shadedtotlls ra1IecI: the housing pTOgrams. These totals are inthe grand totals. 

Housl Opportunity A Housln Opportunity C 

TIVLILIAM TlvLILI. 
__ 2010 429 .. , 1:181 1091_134 __ 641 416 
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SA' SONOHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATIOH USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17101 PAGE 559 
DISTRICT OS-PENNGROVE RATE 541.00 RATE2 0.00 

APH CHG TRA USE ESD COMPUTED HAHE COHHENT SITUS 
CD. CD. CD. FLAT CHARGE ADDRESS 

(o47-05Z-0Z7 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 He HUGH B ELAINE ET AL SfD CHS 7092) 01997 ,1411 PENNGROVE 
047-05Z-028 1 138-007 0057 1.80 973.80 BRAYTON STANLEY W SFD+GU 00-0470 00-0417 02001 ion PENNGROVE 

(047-071-011 1 138-007 0052 2.00 1082.00 TENNYSON HELEN 2SFD A4S47 795 GOODWIN 
( . [:047-082-001 (I 13S-007 0050 .00 .00 WILKINSON JAMES CARTER TR HAIN3HHI0LATS 00-0384 00-0051 ,., PENNGROVE 

047-082-008 1 138-007 0052. 2.80 1514.80 GOSSAGE JOSEPHINE A TR 2. RES.+HOBILE 114161 405 RONSHElHER 
\\ S \.. 047-082-02:2. 1 13S-007 0051 1.00 541.00 TARCA HADELINE R TR 1 SFD .A4704 6167 OLD REDWOOD HNY 
1),10 047-062-023 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 HEIKELL EVELYN 

II" 
1 1 SFD 114705 6171 OLD REDWOOD HWY 

047-082-026 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 HENDERSON ALLAN E 8 VANETTA J 1 SFD A4198 6061 OLD REDWOOD HNY 

"'\() 047-082-03D 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 HOORE LAWRENCE D & SHEILA R 1 SFD 114540 530. PALH 

1>,0. 047-082-031 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 HUNT JOHN S & DONNA J 1 SFD 44.541 520 PALH 
047-082-035 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 ORR HORHAN SFD PLNCHK 01-436 A4542 6079 OLD REDWOOD HlfY 
047-082-036 1 158-007 0051 1.00 541.00 TUFT JED L & CONNIE A 1 SFD 114545 501 RONSHEIHER 
047-082.-037 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 QCHS LOIS H TR 1 SFD A4544 503 ROHSHEIHER 
047-082-038 1 138-007 0052 Z.OO 1082.00 HENDERSON ALLAN E 8 VANETTA J 2 SFD 114197 6055 OLD REDWOOD HWY 
047-082-046 1 0-000 0000 1.00 541.00 SFD 01-0279 

.' ,'0:41;'083-';'006 1,138-007 0052 3.00 1623.00 BURKE BRIAN H 3 SFD A4158 6075 OLD REDWOOD HIfY 
047-085-019 1 138-007 0057 2.00 108Z.00 MILLER EUGENE A & PHYLLIS F TR ZSFD 2LAT 99-0503 99-0069(005) 408 RDNSHIEHER 
047-083-020 1 138-007 0056 1.00 541.00 CASTELLI ANTONIO SFD 99-053 A4158 40. RDNSHEIHER 
04?-083-021 1 138-007 0056 1.00 541.00 HEAGLEV DARRElYN ET AL SFD 99-05D3 99-0069 WAS 005 400 RONSHEIHER 

./ (14.7.70_84;"003 1 138-008 DG90 35.2.0 19043.20 VALCESCtiIMI HAROLD 8: JOAN TR 41 HH"DUPLX"COTTAGE 114620 6G70 OLD REDWOOD HMV 
047-084-004 1 138-008 0320 3.8G 20S5.BO BRANDAL THDMAS & KATHY SEE APH & UP 9989 1648 A4645 100 ADOBE 
047-084-005 1 138-008 0051 1.80' 973.80 COOK CLARENCE D & EDITH H SFD + GU A4650 .162 ADOBE. 
047-084-007 1 138-008 0010 1.BO 975.80 CHEEK DONALD T & PATRICIA A SFD + GU A4128 240 ADOBE 

1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 JOSEPH C & VIRGINI SFD A4637 186 ADOBE 
1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 CAHPBElL ROBERT H 8 PAULA G 1 SFD A4190 8815 PETALUHA HILL 

047-091-013 1 138-008 DOS, 2.00 108Z.00 WHITE SCOTT ET Al 2 SFD 114150 355 ADOBE '. 
047-091-018 1 138-008 0051 1.00 .541.00 BECKMANN RALPH & GAIL ALTSCHUL 1 SFD A4177 8925 PETALUHA HILL 

( SA> SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATI0N USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17101 PAGE 560 
DISTRICT OS-PENNGROVE RATE 541.00 RATE2, 0.00 

APH eHG TRA USE ESD COMPUTED HAHE COMHENT SITUS 
CD. CD. CD. FLAT CHARGE . ADDRESS 

047-Q91-0Z0 7 138-006 0940 7.68 4154.88 PENNGROVE SCHOOL DISTRICT SCHaOL INV ADA 114742 8945 PETALUHA HILL 
047-091-0Z8 6 138-_008 0940 .00 .OG PETALUHA CITY SCHOOL DIST OF T NT PUBLIC CNEC) o NONE 

1 138-008 0052 9.00 4869.00 TERRIBILIHI JOSEPH & VIRGINIA 5 SFD-l APT-2 DUp· A4528 2:25 ADOBE 
1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 SHAW JANET Y TR SFDCHS8D71) 114135 8905 PETALUMA HILL 

047-091-050 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 GOLDBECK KENNETH & TOBIE SFD{HS8071) 44136 8845 PETAlllllA HILL 
047-091-052 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 BONELLI RICHARD J & ANTOINETTE SFD 125 ADOBE 
047-091-053 0 138-008 0000 .00 .00 BONELLI RICHARD & ANTOINETTE VAt 125 ADOBE 
047-091-058 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 GROSSMANN RICHARD J & LAURA A SFD 99-0187 603 HATSONS 

,/047."':152';'002 1 138-007 0052 1.00 541.00 PINE LORRAINE H TR SFD V: 4/97 . MIZl 260 GOODWIN 
047-152-003 1 138-007 0052 7.40 4003.40 KEPA ALICE ESTELLA TR SFD/APT DLPX 4MH 3COHH OFFICE 5601 OLD REDWOOD HWY 
047-152-004 0 138-007 0052 .00 .00 SCHWARTZ SYLVIA TR NOT CONNECTED 5609 OLD REDWOOD HIfV 
047-152-006 1 138-007 0052 2.00 1082.00 LEE WINSTON WING & PUI KWAN TR 2. SFD A4195 5621 OLD REDWOOD HWY 
047-152.-008 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 SEPPA EHIL H & HARlE S TR ET A 1 SFD A4611 217 HATCHERY 
047-152-009 1 138-007 0010 2.00 1082.00 SCHWARTZ SYLVIA >SFD 114667 5615 OLD REDWOOD HItY 
047-152-010 1 138-007 0042 5.60 3029.60 BENSON INVESTHENTS INC .5 APT U + DPL)( 01524 A4535 5675 OLD REDWOOD HWY 
047-152-011 1 138-007 0320 1.80 973.80 BENSON INVESTMENTS INC 8900 Sr WAREHOUSE A46lfJ 5701 OLD REDWOOD HWV 
047-152-013 0 138-001 0052 .00 .00 PINE LORRAINE H TR NOT CONNECTED 230 GOODWIN 

1 138-007 0052 4.80 2596.80 PINE LORRAINE H TR 4 RES - 1 HOBILE 44119 204 DENHAM 
1 138-007 0054 1.60 B65.60 KEPA ALICE ESTELLA TR 2 HOBILES SEE FILE 150 DENHAN 

047-152-016 1 138-007 0010 1.00 541.00 LA HONICA JOSINE ET AL SFD 01321 211 HATCHERY 

() 
047-152-017 1 138-007 0010 1.00 541.00 WRIGHT GREG M SFD 01622 205 HATCHERY 
047-152-018 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 LAIN CONNIE SFD 01625 20; HATCHERY 
047-152-019 0 138-007 0050 .00 .00 LEE WINSTON WING & PUI KHAN TR VAC 7863 o GOODWIN 
047.-152-020 138-007 0050 .00 .00 lEE WINSTON WING & PUI KHAN TR VAC 7863 0 GOODWIN 
047-152-0Zl 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 LEE WINSTON WING & PUI KHAN TR SFD 7863 6609 1704 A4194 630 GOODWIN 
047-152-022 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 LEE WINSTON WING & PUI KWAN TR SFD 7863 6609 1704 114194 638 GOODWIN 

/[,11_47;153:;'004 1 13S-007 0051 1.00 541.00 CREIGHTON DORIS A .TR 1 SFD 114612 220 HATt:HERY 

r. 
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SA' COUNTY WATER ASENCY SAHITIATIOH USER LISTING 10/17101 PAGE 561 
DISTRICT DB-PENNGROVE RATE 541.00 RATE2 D.-DO 

APN CHG TRA USE ESD COMPUTED NAME COMMENT SITUS 
CD. CD. CD. FLAT CHARGE ADDRESS 

047-153-005 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 BOTTARINI GEORGE R JR & PHVLLI 1 SFD A4522 5797 OLD REDWOOD HNY 
047-153-006 1 138-007 0052 t.oo 1082.00 GARZOLI STELLA" TR Z SPO A4185 5865 REDWOOD • 

• 

• 

047-153-007 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 HOAR MARILYNHE SETAL , SFD A4S23 5703 OLD REDWOOD HWY 
047-153-006 0 138-007 DOS4 .00 .00 HOAR MARILYNNE SETAL VACANT 5721 OLD REDWOOD HMV 
047-153-009 1 138-007 0052 Z.OD 1082.00 BOTTARINI GEORGE TR ET AL , SFD A4614 5739 OLD REDWOOD 
047-153-010 1 138-007 0280 4.40 2380.40 BonARIHI GEORGE TR ET AL 60 SEAT BAR + 4 BAY. GAR A4521 5745 OLD REDWOOD HWY 
047-153-011 0 138-007 0054 .00 .00 BOnARIN! GEORGE TR ET AL VACANT/RZI0453 5795 OLD REDWODD HWY 
047-153-014 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 BUTTERWORTH ROBERT C & JACQUEl 1 SFD . A4546 80Z GOODWIN 
047-153-018 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 ORSINI JAMES J , SPO A4613 2:2:2: HATCHERY 
047-153-02D 1 138-007 0057 1.60 973-.80 KOBROFSKY HARVIN & RITA ET AL SFD+GRANNY 8094 7673 A473Z 800 GOODWIN 

._/ 

047-153-021 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 HORN JAMES l & CELESTE Y SF. 742:4 6681 Z10 HILA HAE 
047-153-022 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 LUTZ JAMES E & NORHA L TR SPO 6962 6681 2:Z0 NILA MAE 
047-153-023 1 138-,007 0051 1.00 541.00 STUTRUD ADRIENE SF. A4733 Z30 NIlA HAE 

6 138-008 0941 1.70 919.70 RANCHO ADOBE FIRE PROTECTIDN 0 NT 2:0355 20472 A418 11007 PETALUMA HILL 
047-161-006 0 138-008 0100 .00 .00 SESSI HARTIN TR ET AL LAT BLDGSEWeR 01-411 ·NO DCC 10098 HAIN 

.... ,/'{047;"162':'006 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 ALHEIDA JOSEPH & HARlE TR 1 SfD A4608 99&1 GROVE 
047-162-007 1 138-008 0052 Z.OO 1082.00 LEWIS RICHARD H & ANDREA L ZSFD A4648 498 ADOBE 
047-162-008 1 138-008 0010 1.011 541.00 PORTELLI FRANK & JOLENE SFD A4514 9971 GRDVE 
047-162-009 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 SIH CYRIL HOOGEEL & JAE KYUNG 1 SFD A4515 500 ADOIIE 
047-162-011 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 RICHMOND BRADFORD S & JANE E SFD V3NOV98 9885 GROVE 
047-162.-012 ,I 138-008 0010 . 1.00 541.00 ORHE BONNIE SFD 01091 9997 GROVE 

1 138-006 0052 1.80 973.80 ROEHER FRED W SFD + GRANNY 8592 0420 9991 GROVE 

047-162-0}4 1 158-008 0051 1.80 973.80 BROMN KRISTIN E SFD + GU 80az 7705 A470S 269 WOODWARD 
047-162-015 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 SANTERO BARRY J & LOIS B TR SPO 8084 285, WOODWARD 
047-162-016 . 1 138-0011 0010 1.00 541.00 REICHARDT JAMES D & ALLISON C SFD 8083 291 WODDWARD 

1 138-0011 -0010 1.00 541.00 CALLEN TIHOTHY J & MARLENE 1 SFD A4549 309 DAK 
047-164-003 1 0010 1.00 541.00 BRANT KENNETH L & HARIlYH N 'rR 1 SFD A4520 301 DAK 

SAIl SONOHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORY LISTING 16/17101 PAGE 562 
DISTRICT a8-PENNGROVE RATE 541.00 RATE2 0.00 

APN CHO TRA USE NAHE COHMENT SIlllS 
CD. CD. ADDRESS 

1 1311-008 0051 1.00 541.00 KANDY INYESTMENTS LLC ET AL PC - BAHNSEH SUB 41305 A4530 10025 GRDVE 
047-164-011 1 1311-0D8 0010 1.00 541.00 LIBERATI LOUIS R & JOlYNE D , SFD 146 205 EAST 
047-164-013 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 WURST TIMDTHY C & JANICE I ·SFD 00872: 270 IfOOQWARD 
047-164-014 1 138-008 0010 1.BO 973.80 Ht CLELLAND EARTHA D SFD + APT A4146 286 WOODWARD 
047-164-016 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 GREFFLY WILLIAM J 8 GLENDA K SFD A4640 409 DAK 
047-164-017 1 138-008 0032 Z.60 1406.60 SOMMERS JEFFREY L SFD+DUPLEX A4MO 416 DAK 

047-164-018 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 JAHES JULIE ET'AL SFD . A4147 292 WOODWARD 
047-164-019 0 138-0611 0000 .00 .00 DEMPSEY SETH & JOHANNA VAC o GROVE 

io47:"-i6S";'003 1 138-008 OOSl 1.00 541.00 FECHTER GAREH DALE ET AL , SPO A4189 714 OLD ADOBE 
047-165-004 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 RElS JEFFREY DEAN SFD A462:6 9996 WOODWARD 
047-165-005 1 138-008 0057 1.80 973.80 PROULX ALBERT G & ANDREA l SFDof-CRANNY 30691 A4625 9994 WOODWARD 
047-165-006 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 PIAZZA JAMES A & ANNETTE H ET 1 SFD A46Z4 9995 WOODWARD 
047-165-007 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 WACKER GREGORY HARYIN & SFD Lon 6297 6131 5785 A4192 325 ",OODNARD 

047-165-008 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 WALSH JOHN T & JDAN H SFD LOTZ 6Z98 6131 5785 A4192 9990 GROVE 
047-165-009 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 HASLAM GERALD W & JANICE E SFD+APT 01-422 6298 6131 A4192 9986 GRDVE 
047-165-010 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 ADAHS STEPHAN M SFD LOT4 A4192 9980 GROVE 
047-165-011 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 CONLON J PATRICK & PATRICIA S SFD LOTS 6300 6131 5785 A4192 9970 GRDVE 
047-165-012 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 OYA GENE D & ANN H TR SFD LOT7 6301 6131 5785 A4192 620 oLD ADDBE 

1 138-0011 0010 1.00 541.00 PEROTTI DAVID M & KIMBERLY 0 SFD lDT6 6302 6131 5785 A4192 355 WOODWARD 
. / 047-166-003 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 WILLIAMSON LOTTIE PEARL , SFD A4145 264 EAST 

047-166-004 0 138-008 0005 .00 .00 HOWE KEN ET AL 4CAR GARAGE Vl7AUG98 10050 GROVE 
047-166-005 1 138-008 0022 1.80 975.80 JENSEN DOUGLAS A & NANCY A SFD + GRANNY 9236 A4173 10020 GROVE 
047-166-006 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 HICKS JAMES P & CINDY L 1 SFD A415Z 100Z8 GROYE 
047-166-007 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 HOWE KEH ET Al 'SPO A4176 10050 GROVE 
047-166-010 1 138-008 0051 1.00 54l.00 LICHAU GLORIA TR , SPO A4175 450 WOODWARD 
047-166.,011 0 138-008 0054 •• 0 .00 HOWE KEH ET AL VACANT 2.63ACRE V17AUG96 10050 GROVE 
047-166-012: 0 138-008 0050 .00 .00 LICHAU GLORIA J DRIYEWAYIEASEHENT V17AUG98 .. , WOODWARD 
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DISTRICT RATE 541.0D RATEZ 0.00 

APH CHG TRA USE ESD COHPUTED NAME COMMENT SITUS 
CD. CD. CD. FLAT CHARGE ADDRESS 

158-o0B 0051 1.00 541.00 KALOGIANNIS JOHN P & HARIE E T 1 SFD A4168 460 WOODWARD 

 

,,,: 
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(

047-166-014 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 FISHHAN WILLIAH R & HARGARET H SFD 00553 240 EAST 
047-166-015 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 HEDINA EMIL ET AL SFD A4183 200 EAST 

138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 STANORING LOIS SFD 00554 50' OAK 
047-166-017 138-008 0051 1.80 973.80 NISSEN NAHHEN B TR SFD + HH 01121/A4702. 502: OAK 
047-166-018 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 NISSEN NAHHEN B TR SFD A4701 500 OAK 
047-166-019 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 HARCUS CORY SFD V17AUG98 A41Z6 470 OAK 
047-166-021 138-008 0010 1.0(1 541.00 VISE ROGER H & TERESA A SFD A4115 308 OAK 
047-166-022 136-008 0010 1.00 541.00 SHAW LINDA LEE TR SFD MIS7 300 OAK 
047-166-023 1 138-008 0320 1.28 692.48 NISSEN NAHHEN B TR 6400 SF WAREHOUSE A4703 11790 HAIN 
047-166-02:4 138-008 0690 .00 .00 PENNGROVE SOCIAL FIREHEN PENNGROVE COHMUNITY P.ARK 11800 HAIN, 
047-166-025 138-008 0320 1.00 541.00 NEGRO ANTHONY C & REBEKAH L WHSE A4736 11830 HAIN 
047-166-026 138-008 069IJ 2.00 1082.00 PENNGROVE SOCIAL FIREMEN SFD+RSTRHS V3NOV98 7429 A4550 11850 HAIN 
047-166-028 .1 158-008 0010 1.00 541.00 BENDER BERNARD J & REBECCA SFn A4531 71. WOODWARD 
047-166-029 1 158-008 0051 1.00 541.00 CUHMINGS BANO SFD 01Z92 718 WOODWARD 
047-166-030 1311-008 0329 2.00 1082.00 T C ENTERPRISES HINI STRGE+SFD 99-0346 120 WOODWARD 
047-166-031 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 CHRETIEN DENIS N & JACQUELINE SFD A4156 5868 OLD REDWOOD 
047-166-032 1 138-008 0057 1.80 973.80 KALAH MOHAMMAD & SONIA SFD+GRANNY 100!i6 10053 8416 804 lIcHAU NOODS 
047-166-033 1 138-008 0051 1.00 - 541.00 KROLAK PAUL ROBERT & JANET L T SFD 00528249 '0' LICHAU WOODS 
047-166-034 1 136-008 0010 1.00 541.00 DAHaN C & JANET A SFD 8415 808 LICHAU WOODS 

138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 tERESA SCOTT B & JACQUELINE LE.SFD 01628430 Bl0 LICHAU WOODS 
047-166-036 138-008 0050 ,.00 .00 KISSHANN GUNNART & SAllY M ET· VAC o NONE 
047-165-037 138-00& 0010 1.00 541.00 TUCK FRED JAHES & CINDY HAR SFD 96-0067 400 DAK 
047-166-038 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 TUSLER ANTHONY -F TR ET Al SFD 410 OAK. 

047-166-039 .1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 FLORES RENE E JR SFD LOT 3 41256 420 DAK"'- -

047-166-040 138-00& 0010 1.00 541.00 EVANS CHARLES H & HANHELORE J SFD LOT 4 41131 440 DAK 
047-166-041 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 CARPENTER E STAR ET At SFD 41387 • DAK 

SAB SONOHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORY LISTINL> - 10/17/01 PAGE 564' 
DISTRICT DB-PENNGROVE RATE 541.00 RATE2 0.00 

APH CHG TRA USE ESD COMPUTED NAME COHMENT SITUS 
CD. CD. CD. FLAT CHARGE ADDRESS 

047-166-042: 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 ROBIN MDHIKA SFD LOT 6 41126 480 DAK 
047-166-043 . 6 138-008 0850 .00 .00 NORTHWESTERN PACIFIC RAILROAD NT VACANT HONE 
041-166-044 1 138-008 0052 1.80 973.80 BOYSEN SOENKE G & HARRIET C TR SFD+GU 41'117 A4144 o EAST 
041-166-045 0 138-008 0001 .00 .00 STANDRING LOIS VACANT+LAT 0.37ACRE 97-0333 400 BANNON 

1 138-008 0010 1.80 973.80 HITCHCOCK FRANCES J SFD-": cu M137 9990 DAK 
1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 BELL TIMOTHY JAHES & JENNIFER SFD+LATERAL 99-0135 A4196 265 WOODWARD 

047-171-006 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 SLACK RONALD JR & LORI SFD 00631 263 NUoDWARD 
047-171-011 1 138-008 0010 1.00 B4l.0o-HICKlES LINDSAY H TR 1 SF»_ 1\4629 275 WOODWARD 
047-171-013 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 pERKINS ELSBErH TR lSFD A4114 9936 DAK 
047-171-015 1 138-0U8 0010 1.00 541.00 He RAE JOHN & HOIRA AGNES SFD 4789 9996 DAK 
047-171-016 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 CLARK JIM W-& CINDY A SFD 01120 9993 DAK 
047-171-017 1 138-00B 0010 1.00 541.00 PAllMAHN MARYANNE SFD M744 261 WOODWARD 
047-171-022 1 138-00B 0010 1.00 541.00 DAVIDSON-STEVEN SFD 99.0 OAK 
047-171-023 1 138-00B 0010 1.00 541.00 BORDESSA JERRY A & JEAN H SFD 30671 30635 9968 DAK 
047-171-025 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 DE HAAN ABEL & FRANCES SFD 4895 9982 OAK 
047-171-026 0 138-00B DODO .00 .00 KINT THOMAS M & HARlE J VACANT 9980 DAK 
047-171-027 0 138-008 0000 .00 .00 KINT THOMAS H & HARlE J VACANT 9982 DAK 
047-171-028 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 GOLDBECK ELLA K TR SFD M110 _0_ NONE 

047-171-029 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 HaRRIS ROBERT H ET AL SFD 01515 9956 DAK 
047-171-030 1 138-008 Dolo 1.00 541.00 OSBORN CHARLES R & PAULINE I _ SFD 44164 9984 DAK 
047-171-031 0 138-008 0001 .00 .00 KINT THOMAS & HARlE J VAC o NONE 
047-171-032 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 KIHT THOMAS H & HARlE J SFD 5883 9986 DAK 
047-171-033 '0 138-008 0001 .00 .00 K1HT THOMAS H & HARlE J VAC ·0 NONE 
047-171-034 0 138-008 0001 .DD .00 KIHT THDHAS H & MARIE J VAC o NONE 
047-171-036 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 CERHAK FRANK S & 'KATHLEEN M SFD+SHDP 44105 9950 DAK 
047-171-037 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 sTEPHENSON HATTHEW & SFD 97-0437 97-:,0434 100 EICHTEN 
047-171-039' 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 DIDN JEFFREY THOMAS & JOY-LORR SFD 97-0434 - lZ0 EICHTEN 
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047-171-040 1 138-008 001 1.00 541.00 WOLLENBERGER LOUIS VERNON ET A SFD 98-008.2 97-0434 140 EICHTEH 
047-171-041 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 LIBOR CURTIS A SFD 98-0199 97-0434 160 EICHTEN 

1 138-008 0010 loU 541.00 SHAlAGIN SERGE R I SFD A4630 289 OAK 

047-17Z-004 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 CHILTON FRANK B & JOAN D TR SF. 285 OAK 

047-172-005 1 138-006 0010 1.00 541.00 KOONCE RUSSELL I & RHEAHA S SF. A41SS 2S6 WOODWARD 
1 138-006 0010 1.00 541.00 HARKS JOVCE K & RICHARD SFD LOT .2 HS 8341 49Z2 254 WOODWARD 

047-172-007 1 138-006 0010 1.00 541.00 WACKER LISETTE SFD LOT 3 4955 4940. 4816 271 OAK 

,047-172-008 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 WACKER EARL TR ET AL SFD LOT 4 4955 4940 4816 279 OAK 
,J 047-173':'002. 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 SILVEIRA TROY R ET Al I SFD A4543 9947 0 .. 

047-173-003 1 138-008 0710 1.00 541.00 PENNGROVE COMHUNITV CHURCH CHUR<:. A4130 9970 OAK 

047-173-004 0 138-008 0711 .00 .00 PENNGROVE COMMUNITY CHURCH PARKING LOT 9971 OAK 

047-173-005 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541. 00 LENTZ ALICE ,G I SFD Mla8 9985 OAK 

047-173-007 1 138-008 0640 LOti 541.00 PENNGROVE SOCIAL FIREMEN LODGE HALL A4601 385 WOODWARD 
047-173-006 1 138-008 0780 LOO 541.00 HUTCHINSON GERALD KELLY FIREHOUSE VOLUNTEER A4154 365 WOODWARD 
047-173-009 1 138-008 0328 1.16 627.56 HAYFIELD CLYDE A 2WHSElOFF+/RETAIL A4166 9550 PETALUHA HILL 
047-173-010 1 138-008 0113 4.00 2164.00 TERRIBIlINI JOSEPH C & VIRGINI COHHERCIAL3UNITS+SFD A4178 10010 HAIN 
047-175-011 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 DLUZAK CHRISTOPHER I SFD A4174 361 WOODWARD 
047-173-01.2 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541 :00 SARASY LE ANNE S & BRIAN P 1 SFD A4109 9937 OAK 

047-173-016 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 PENNGROVE COHHUNITY CHURCH SFD A4127 9989 OAK 

047-173-017 1 138-006 0010 1.00 541.00 PENNGROVE COHHUNITY CHURCH SFD A4131 9995 OAK 

047-173-018 0 138-006 0100 .00 .00 HOHDlHO B-lLL JACK 8: LUCY VACANT 0.44ACRE Vl7AUG98 9500 HAIN 
(047--:-174,"'003 1 138-006 0010 1.00 541.00 BRANT DARREL H & LAURIE E I SFD A4619 280 OAK 

047-174-004 1 138-006 0010 1.00 541.00 SILVA HAROLD E .JR lSFD A4743 282 OAK 

047-174-005 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 HEYER THOMAS G 8: SHELLY A I SFD A4519 286 OAl< 

047-174-006 1 138-006 0010 1.00 541.00 t£IER VAIRA TR I SFD A4718'" .290 OAl< 

047-174-,008 1 138-008 0112 5.00 1623.00 NISSEN NAHKEN B TR COHMERCIAL3UNITS A4703 10070 HAIN 
047-174-009 0 138-008 0811 • DO .00 NISSEN HAHMEN B TR UTILITY EASEMENT 10078 HAIN 
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047-174-012 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541."0 HC CLIHTOCK ESTHER L TR SFD A4106 201 WOODWARD 
047-174-014 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 KNOLL DANIEL D & MARTHA E SFD 7580 OBZ3 Z78 OAK 

)47-174-015 1 13e-008 0010 1.00 5ijl.00 FRANCIS DAVID H & EILEEN fl SFD Z7. OAK 

• If4.7f'.l8kOD l, 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 HEYER KRISTIN LUND & MICHAEL D 1 SFD A4148 9483 HAIN 
047-181-003 1 13B-008 0010 1.00 541.00 SCOTT HARK S JR 1 SFD A4532 9575 PETALUM", HILL 
047-181.-004 1 13e-DOB 0110 1.00 541.00 MERTES ANTHONY U TR RETAIL STORE A4734 -9575 HAIN 
047-181-008 0 138-008 0100 .00 .00 HERPICK JOHN VACANT 9901 HAIN 
047-181-809 1 13e-008 0121 1.87 1011.67 CURRAN PATRICK J BEAUTY SHOP RETAIL BAR A4169 10009 MAIN 
047-181-011 1 138-008 0081 1.80 973.80 TRIHHER DIANE B ET AL SEE FILE A4191 10045 itAIII 

047-181-014 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 ZASTROW CHARLES J 1 SFD A4524 11051 PETALUHA HIll 

L 047-181-015 1 136-008 0720 1.80 973.80 CAESAR! GEORGE TR 1 SFD + TLR A4725 11201 MAIN 

.A\1. S41.UO 01051 11401 047-161-016 1 136-008 0170 1.00 MAZZIE RALPH H TR POST OFFICE PETALUMA HILL 

_ Ii} J 1 138-008 0023 2..80 1514.80 THURSTON SCOTT W & MARY JO ZSFD+GU 00-0406 99-0478 ADOBE 0'7-181-01' ZZ8 
047-181-0.20 1 138-008 0393 1.00 541.00 SORENSEN PHILLIP & CATHERINE T INn A4133 6040 OLD REDWOOD 
047-181-027 0 138-008 0851 -.00 .00 MYLES GEORGE & GLADYS M R/lj 10037 HAIN 
047-181-0.28 0 138-008 0001 .00 .00 HOSHELL ADELINE H HOT CONNECTED 11601 PETALUHA HILL 
047-181-030 1 138-006 0113 2:.60 1406.60 RAER LEWIS MICHAEL & JANET GLI SEE FILE A4636 9595 MAIN 
047-181-032 0 138-008 0100 .00 .OU MERTES ANTHONY U TR VACANT LOT 9585 HAIN 
047-181-033 1 138-008"0202 1.00 541.00 LASLEY SPENCER H & LISA K ET A COML A4167 9555 HAIN 
047-181-034 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 STEVENSON CINDY ISFD A4149 9543 HAIN 
047-181-035 1 138-008 0052 2.00 1082.00 BONELLI SHARON M 2 SFD A4132 360 ADOBE 

c 047-181-038 1 138-006 0320 1.00 541.00 MYLES GEORGE F & GLADYS H TR FEED STORE 81.23 8111 10035 HAlN -

047-181-039 1 138-008 DIll 3.20 1731.20 Tot1ROSE WILLIAM 3 APTS + Z OFFICES A4715 9591 HAIN 
047-181-040 1 138-008 0341 1.00 541.00 BUCHANAN JACK D & lEWELLA TR COLD STORAGE A414D 6030 OLD REDWOOD HWY 

1 138-006 0051 l.BO 973.80 PHILLIPS DONALD H SFD + HH 6676 A4632: 8840 PETALUHA HILL 
047-191-010 1 138-006 0051 1.00 541.00 FUENTES SALVADDRE & GEORGIA N I-SFD A4731 487 ADOBE 

1 138-008 0051 1.80 973.80. SOARES DOROTHY E TR SFD + GU A4737 505 ADOBE 

• 

• 

• 
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047-191-014 1 136-008 0052 2.00 10820.00 ESTRADA HICHAEL E & PATRICIA H 2 SFD A42.00 475 ADOBE 
047-191-016 1 138-008 0051 1. DO 541.00 BAUBARTEH ROSS & THERESA ANNE 1 SFD A414Z 8920 PETALUMA HILL 
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047-191-017 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 WHEELER TREVOR J 1 SFD A4533 6850 PETALUHA HILL 
047-191-018 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00'NOWELL TIHOTHY G 1 SFD A4518 6764 PETALUMA HILL 
047-191-026 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 SAVEL RICHARD L & ARLENE ET AL 1 SFD A4644 511 ADOBE 
047-191-030 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 TARCA JOHN C & TERRI l lSFD A4141 489 ADOBE 
047-191-040 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 cHOPNAK CHARLENE H ET AI. lSFD A411Z 447 ADOBE 
047-191-041 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 SULLIVAN ELIZABETH S SF» 3800 3779 449 ADOBE < 
047-191-04Z 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 CAPDAREST JEAN B & TRAUTE E SFD A450Z 6616 PETALUHA HILL 
047-191-043 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 CAPDAREST JEAN.B & TRilurE E SFD 44502 6810 PETALUHA HILL 
047-191-044 1 138-008 0035 3.20 1731.20 CAPDAREST JEAN B & TRAUTE E 2 DPX 4450Z 8790 PETALUMA HILL 
047-191-045 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 HC ClJLLOCH SCOTT W & CAROL E SFD A4609 8716 PETALUHA HILL 
047-191-046 i 138-008 0052 2.60 1406.60 DEHPSEY JACK A & VICTORIA SFD + 2 APTS A4707 87Z2: PETALUHA HILL 
047-191-047 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 SOCHET TERRY DIANE TR , SFD+[;ARA[;E 97-0336 A4139 8930 PETALUMA HILL 
D47-191-048 1 138-008 OOSZ 1.60 975.80 SOCHET TERRY DIANE TR SFD+GARAGE+GU 99-0175 99-0159 8922 PETALUHA -HILL 
047-191-049 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 SOCHET TERRY DIANE TR SFD GAR/W RH&BATH 00-0314 6926 PETALUKA HILL 
047-191-050 0 138-008 0051 .00 .00 SAVEL RICHARD L & ARLENE E NOT CONNECTED WAS 047-191-0l7 517 ADOBE 
1;"zizI-002 o 138-007 OoSO .00 .00 WARD NELISSA TR ET AL VACANT 5575 OLD REDWOOD 

047-Z12-003 1 138-007 0051 z.on 1082.00 WARD HELISSA TR ET Al 2 SFD 124 5586 OLD REDWOOD HWY 
047-212-004 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 WARD TR ET 'AL 1 SFD 126 5580 OLD REDWOOD HWY 
047-Z12-005 0 138-007 0050 .00 .00 CALDWELL HICHAEL C & CAROLE VACANT 5579 OLD REDWOOD" 

1 136-011 0113 3.60 1947.60 GESSLER SIGRUN TR ET AL 1 REs-1 DUP-l HKT A4534 8 ELY 
047-Z13-005 1 138-011 OZ80 Z.OO 108Z.00 SANTO CRISTO SOCIETY AUTO SRVC (UP'104l0) A4750 5500 OLD REDWOOD HWY 
047-Z13-009 0 138-011 0101 .00 .00 SENHOR SANTO CRISTO SOCIETY Ne (UP 104,0) 79 ELY 
7:'"21'4;-005 1 138-007 3.00 1623.00 sNYDERHAN FAMILY LLC 3SFD A463$ 5520, OI..:D REDWOOD HWY 

047-Z14-014"1 138-0070051 1.00 541.00 FRITZ RUSSELL F & KARYN SARGAN-SFD LOT 1 96-0137 Z7 ELY 
047-Z14-015 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 ESTOURHES HICHAEL & JUDITH SFD HS-7538 41399 Z9 .".ELY 

AO SONOMA COUHTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17101 PAGE 568 
DISTRICT 08-PENNGROVE RATE 541.00 RATEZ 0.00 

APH CHG TRA USE ESD COHPUTED NAME COMMENT SITUS 
CD. CD. CD. FLAT_CHARGE ADDRESS 

047-Z14-016 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 PETERSEN NIS S &: DOREEN SFD M5-7538 20389 Z0394 31 ELY 
1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 TAVENNER RANDV L- SFD MS-7538 Z0388 20395 33 ELY 

047-214-016 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 sWADLEV COR"!IN ·W SFD(HS-7SZ4) 7233 7ZZ9 A47Z8 5650 OLD REDWOOD 
047-l14-019 1 138-007 0051 LOO 541.00 SILACCI LLOVD H & JUNE TR SFD-V 4/97 5660 OLD REDWOOD 
047-214-020 1 138-007 0052 2.00 1082.00 CALDWELL HICHAEL C 2SFD 7233" 7229 A4729 5590 REDWOOJj NORTH 
047-214-0Z1 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 OLSEN JOHN H &: DONNA L SFD 447Z9 5600 REDWOOD .NORTH 

1 138-007 0051 1.BO 541.00 DURANDO JOHN"A & FREIDA SFD 6623 A460S 5696 OLD REDWOOD HWY 
047-ZZ1-00Z 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541. DO GERHARDT CLARENCE L &: BETTY A 1 SFD A4717 5700 OLD REDWOOD HWY 
047-ZZ1-004 1 138-007 0281 1.00 541.00 SHOEMAKER JOHN H AUTO SERV M639 5730 OLD REDWOOD HKY 
047-2201-005 1 136-007 0010 1.00 541.00 LEAVELL JENNIE K 1 SfD A4143 5736 OLD REDWOOD HMY 
047-221-006 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 KELLEHER TRAVIS 1 SfD 132 5740 DLD REDWOOD HMY 
047-2Z1-015 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 CROUSE JAMES & EILEEN 1 SFD A450B 5800 OLD REDWOOD HNY 
047-ZZ1-017 1 136-007 005.1 1.00 541.00 DIAHANTINE TONY J 1 SfD A4509 5866 OLD REDWOOD H!lR 
047-2Z1-018 0 138-007 0050" .00 .00 HAGLIULO HARTIN & JENNIfER VACANT 5620 OLD REDWOOD HMV 
047-Z21-024 0 138-007 0540 .00 .00 HAGLIULO MARTIN & JENNIFER VACANT S836 OLD REDWOOD HNY 
047-2Z1-027 1 138-007 0051' 1.00 541.00 JOHNSON WILLIAM J & BETTY J 1 SFD A4604 3Z1 BANNOH 
047-2Z1-033 1 138-007 0010 1.00 541.0n PIOTRKOWSKI IRV & CLAUDIA l SFD 4591 70S ADOBE 
047-2Z1-034 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 AGUIAR ERNIE J & OLIVINE SFD Z0567A4529 704 ADOBE 
047-2Z1-035 1 138-007 OD51 1.08 541.00 PIOTRKOWSKI 1 SfD 1611 275 BANNON 
047-2Z1-036 1 138-D07 0051 1.00 541.00 STDCKHAH SUSAN K SFD 3840 303 BANNON 
047-2Z1-037 0 138-007 0050 .00 .00 PIOTRKOWSKI IRV ET AL VACANT ·0 ADOBE 
047-221-038 1 138-007 0010 1.00 541.00 PIOlRKDWsKI IRV SFD (13) 01412 27. . BANNON 
047-2ZI-039 l' 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 GHIRINGHELLI JON PHILIP SFD A4117 3D7 BANNON 
047-2Z1-040 1 138-007 005Z 1.80 973.80 RANDAll HYRON & HARIlYN SFD + COTTAGE 44117 309 BANNON 

1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 BARELlA LINDA KETAL 1 SFD A4138 35 DAVIS 
047-231-013 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 BARELLA DONALD .G & SUZANNE A 1 SFO A4510 Z5 DAVIS 
047-231-019 1 138-008 0051 2..60 1406.60 AARON VICTOR A TR SFD+ 20 Gl,I A4506 710 OLD ADOBE 
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047-231-021 1 138-006 0010 1.00 541.00 BECHTOLD FRED G & JUDITH K. 1 SFD 01612: 711 OLD ADOBE 
047-231-023 1 138-006 0010 1.00 54l.00 SCHULTZ LOUIS A & MARILYN S TR 1 SFD 01628 65 DAVIS 
047-231-024 1 135-008 0051 LOO 541.00 DAVIS STEVEN N & VICKI J SF. 01607 51 DAVIS 
047-231-025 1 138-008 0052 L8D 973.80 STEWART lEROY H & MARY F SFD+GU 99-0419 53 DAVIS 
047-231-026 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 REIDER HENRY J JR & ELIZABETH SFD 6542 0129B 55 DAVIS 
047-231-027 1 138-008 DOlO LOO 541.00 BAILLY KERRY & ANNIE SFD 0134<1 57 DAVIS 
047-231-032 0 0-000 0000 .00 .00 HAINLINE PLNCHK96-0Z56 o 

1 138-00B 0051 1.00 541.00 KALOGIANNIS JOHN P & MARIE E T 1 SFD A4170 lZ DAVIS 
047-232-020 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 TARCA JOHN C & TERRI LEE 1SFD A4171 735 ADOBE 
047-232-021 1 138-008 0051 LDO 541.00 KAlOGIANNIS JOHN P & HARIE E T 1 SFD 01615 ,. DAVIS 
047-232-023 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 WING WAYNE D & MARLENE C SFD 6236 70 DAVIS 
047-232-024 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 KAUHEVER JAKES A ,TR ET AL SfD 20406 60 DAVIS 
047-232-026 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 DORSEY HICHAEL J & PEGGY J SFD A4706 50 DAVIS 
047-232-027 1 138-00B 0010 1.00 541.00 ORNE JAMES A SFD 01343 48 DAVIS 
047-232-028 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 WACKER EARL SF» M187 110 DAVIS 
047-232-030 1 136-008 0051 1.80 973.80 WACKER EARL TR SFD+GRANNY 3631 2269 A4187 120 .AVIS 
047-232-032 0 138-008 0050 .00 .00 WACKER EARL TR VACANT o DAVIS 
047-232-035 0 136-008 0000 • DO .00 KALOGIANNIS JOHN P & HARlE E T VACANT HS 160.861 01701 o DAVIS 
047-232-036 0 138-008 DODO .00 .00 KALOGIANHIS JOHN P & HARlE E T VACANT HS 160.861 01701 o DAVIS 
047-232-037 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 KRAUSSE PETER & URSULA TR SFD HS 160.861 20467 D1701 3Z DAVIS 
047-232-038 0 138-008 0000 .00 .00 KALOGIANNIS JOHH P 8 HARIE E T VACANT HS 160.861 01701 o DAVIS 
047-232-039 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 HC ISAAC KELVIN D SF. 00777 755 ADOBE 
047-232-040 1 138-008 0057 1.80 973.80 HC ISAAC ERIC R & MARIANNE SFD ... lID 9420 7238 7099. 749 ADoBE 
047-232-041 1 138-00B 0051 1.00 541.00 DAVIDSON FRED JOHN & IRENE MAR SF» A4116 100 DAVIS 
J47-232-042 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 NADEAU KIM A ET AL SFD 01747 88 DAVIS: 

1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 BOCALEDNI BRUNO F & DIANE L TR 1 SFD A4104 820 PHILLIPS 
047-310-002 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 FARROW JACQUELINE H 1SFD A4627 800 PHILLIPS 

SAS SONDHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITlATION USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17/01 PAGE S7Q 
DISTRICT DB-PENNGROVE RATE 541.00 'RATE2 0,.00 

APH CHG TRA USE ESD COHPUTED . NAME COHMENT SITUS 
CD. CD. CD. FLAT CHARGE ADDRESS 

047-310-003 0 138-007 0054 .00 .00 GRAHAH CLAUD A JR & JAHETT N VACANT 504' PHILLIPS 
047-310-004 0 138-007 0051 .DD .00 JDHKSON MARY LOUISE TR NOT CONNECTED 600 PHILLIPS 
047-310-005 1 138":007 0051 1.00 541.00 HELD JOHN 1SFD A4111 500 PHILLIPS 
047-310-006 1 138-067 0051 1.00 541.00 HEINZ EDWARD & HDNIKA SFD 114507 498 PHILLIPS 
047-310-007 0 138-007 00:51 ' .00 • 0 0 0 KEEFE SEAN ET -AL NOT CONNECTED '00 PHILLIP,S 
047-310-008 0 138-007 0054 .00 .00 PHILLIPS STEPHEN C & NANCY R VACANT ZOO PHILLIPS 
047-310-009 1 136-007 0051 1.00 541.00 SCHNEIDER DOREEN MARIE TR SFD 7179 •• PHILLIPS 
04i'3l1t-OlO 136-007 0851 .00 .00 PHILLIPS J HOWARD & HITA RIM 6007 OLD REDWOOD HH'i 

• 

• 

• 

047-310-011 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 NOLDEHAR LUCILLE H & ROBERT P 1 SFD A4134 101 PHILLIPS 
047-310-014 1 138-007 0051 2.00 1082.00 HILLER SARA TR ET AL 2 SFD 130 405 PHILLIPS 
047-310-015 0 0051 .00 .00 JASONI GORDON R & HARILYN L NOT CONNECTED SO, PHIllIPS 
047-310-016 138-007 0050 .0' .00 JASONI GORDON R & HARILYN L VACANT ZOO NITA 
047-310-017 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 NACKDRD ERNEST J JR SFD 02409 198 HITA 
047-310-018 1 138-007 0056 1.00' 541.00 PINHE ROBERT A & AVERILL H TR SFD 5692 5545 196 HITA 
047-310-019 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 He AlEXANDER ALVA E & ROBBE T 1 SFD M61B Z2. HOWARD 
047-310-DZU 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 GUNHEIM ERIK STEVEN & ESPERANZ-SFD 30713 Z5 ' HOWARD 
047-310-021 1 138-007 0051 1.80 973.80 CASELLA RICHARD A & BEVERLY A SFD+GRANHV 5910 A4713 35 HOWARD 
047-310-022 1'138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 NUNES DAVID R & CAROL R TR 1SFD A4735 .5 HOWARD 

1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 BRANSEN H TR SFD (BUILDING LATERAL) 8.555 75 eRESO 
047-310-024 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 HAESTRI ANTHONY C & ANNE A SFD 3851 61 eREST 
047-310-025 1 138-007 0051 . 1.00 541.00 CONSTANTINO MAUREEN 1SFD A4602 55 CREST 

\ 047-310-026 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 PHILLIPS STEPHEN C & NANCY SFD 112021 45 eRESO 
,/ 1138-0070051 1.00 541.-00 FRANK LA HOYNE G & SANDRA J 1 SFD 11.4628 60 CREST 

047-310-030 1 138-007 0051 1.0'0 541.00 MORRIS PERRY J & SUSAN H 1 SF» A4S16 .0 HDWARD 
047-310-031 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.DO·JORDAH TIMOTHY P & DEBORAH LEE 1 SFD A4643 lD NITA 
047-310-032 1 136-007 oasl 1.00 541.00 MATTOS ANTHONY J 1 SFD A4631 ZO. NITA 
047-310-033 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 CHURCHILL, PETER TANSEY & ROBIN SFD 01-0216 211 HITA 
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CD. CD. CD. FLAT CHARGE ADDRESS 

047-310-036 1 138-"007 OOSI 1.00 541.00 SEHFTEN ROBERT & LINDA 1 SFD A5354 5871 OLD REDWOOD HIfY 
047-310-037  1 138-007 0051 l.00 541.00 TSUJIHARA HITSUO & HELEN TR 1 SFD A4165 5867 OLD REDWOOD HNV 
047-310-03B 0 135-007 0851 .DO .00 TSUJIHARA KITSUO & HELEN TR NOT CONNECTED 5863 OLD REDWOOD HIIY 
047-31B-041 1 138-007 0051 l.00 541.00 BORG GIGI E & JOHN T 1 SFD A4539 587£. OLD REDWOOD HNY 
047-310-042 1 135-007 0051 1.00 541.00 ANGLIN CARROLL A JR & JEAHNETT 1 SFD A4638 £an OLD REDWODD HNY 
047-310-043 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 GRAY JAKES P & CAROLYN B TR 1 SFD A4616 305 PHILLIPS 
047-310-044 (I 138-007 0811 .DO .00 KEN RDBERTS & SON GEM cONTRACT lOS PHILLIPS 
047-310-045 0 138-007 0050 .DO .00 WOLDEHAR LUCILLE H & ROBERT P VACANT 103 PHILLIPS 
047-310-046 1 138-007 0051 l.00 541.00 BECK HARK S & DEBORAH-A SFD 8346 80£ PHILLIPS 
047-310-047 1 138-007 0052 1. DO 541.00 HARTHAN WILLIAM H & STEPHANIE SFD (+SFDNC V 4/97) 96-0354 50 CREST 

1 138-007 0052 Z.OO 1082.00 GALLAGHER ROBERT E & CYNTHIA G 2 SFD 0157-8 9014 83Z8 A41&4 570Z HATCHERV 
047-480-002 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 HAGLIULO JAHES L & HARCELEE·A SFD 203Z7 5700 HATCHERY 
047-480-003 1 138-007 0052 1.80 973.80 KING WILHA 0 TR SFD+GRANNY 30746 20137 5704 HATCHERY 
047-480-004 0 138-007 0050 .00 .00 DEBERNARDI ROSE H LIFE EST o HONE 
047-480-005 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 DEBERNARDI ROSE M LIFE EST SFD 9014 8328 A4184 o HONE 
047-480-006 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 0 BRIEN JOHN F & PATTI J SFD LOT 6 40990 5710 HATCHERY 
047-480-007 1 138-007 0052 1.80 973.80 WgsT WILLIAH & JACQUELYN SFD+GRANNY 40991 30747 5712 HATCHERY 
047-480-008 1 138-007 0057 1.80 973.80, HAGLIULO HARTIN A a JENNIFER SFD+GU 96-0263 41091 5716 HATCHERY 
047-480-009 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 HAGLIULO WAYNE T & DIANNE K SFD 5718 HATCHERY 
,047..,'640."'002 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 TAYLOR L & SANDYE S SFD , 99-0074 98-0003 Z22 KATIE 
047-640-003 1 138-007 0057 1.80 973.80 He BRIEN JAHES & MARY ANN SFD+GUOO-0386 99-0460 00-0459 Z32 KATIE 
047-640-004 1 138-007 OU51 1.00 541.00 HC' HAHDN GERALD P & -CYHDA 1R SFD 99-0461 48Z' RONSHEIHER 
047-640-005 1 0051 1.00 541.00 TUCKER KENNETH S & .JANICE 'M SFD 98-0108 98-0003 452 RDNSHEIHER 
047-640-006 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 PEPPER S JORDON & JULEE A SFD 98-0107 98-0003 46Z ROHSHEIHER 
047-640-007 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 HEYER RICHARD A & HEAVEEH R SFD 99·0102: 98-0003 472: . RDNSHEIHER 
047-640-008 1138-007_0051 1.00 541.00 SESSI HITCHElL a-JENNIFER SF. 98-0142: 98-0003 49Z RONSHEIHER 
047-640-009 0 138-007 0050 .00 .00 SESSI SHERRI LOT9YACANT V10AUS9a 98-0003 45Z RONSHEIHER 
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047-640-010 1 138-007 0057 1.80 973.80 SESSI HARTIN TR ET At SFD+GAR+GU 97-0468 A4621 233' KATIE 
047-640-011 1 138-007 0051 1 .. 00 541.00 JOHNSTON ANTHONY H .& JENNIFER SFD 98-Q080 98-0004 6081 MALCDLM 
047-640 N OIZ 1 138-007 0051 1.00 £41.00 DOLLAR JUSTIN G ET AL SFD 00-0¥4 99-0448 9f1-0004 .077 HALCOL" 
047-640-015 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00'FAREV RONALD L & CATHY J SF. 97-9335 96-0243 442 RONSHEIHER 
047-640-014 1 138-007 0057 1.80 '973.80 KELLER CYNTHIA A TR ET AL SFD+GU 97-0134 97-0083 96-0243 43Z RONSHEiHER 

1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 SESSI HARTIN TR ET AL HH 42Z RONSHEI"ER 
047-640-016 1 138-007 0051 541.00 BRYON BRAD & KAREN SFD 96-0257 96-0243 41Z RONSHEIHER 
047-640-017 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 SILVA WILLIAM & JILL H SFD. 99-0075 99-0003 6095 MALCDL" 
047-640-018 1 136-007 0051 1.00 541.00 SCHOENHOLZER KATHERINE H & BYR SFD 00-0118 12. KYlERS 
047-640-019 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 BECK ROY l & AHY SFD 01l-0243 157 KYlERS 
047-640-020 1 13&-007 0050 1.80 973.80 SESSI HARTIN TR ET Al SFD+GU 01-432 01-0364 175 KYLERS 
047-640-0Zl 1 136-007 0051 1.00 54}'00 BORG RICHARD D & ROSALIE SFD+BARN 99 .. 0504 99-0189 6165 
047-640-0ZZ: 1 138-007 0051 541.00 GALLOWAY GARY G & CHERYL A SFD LOTS 00-0026 ,.8 DlD REDNOOD 

KYLERS. 
1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 SESSI HARTItI TR ET Al SFD 00-0418 144 KYLERS 

047-6(f0-024 11 ;1.3&-007 0051 ' .. 00 .00 NELSON BYRON N & EDITH ANN VACANT ,.8 -KYLERS 
1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 NELSON NENHAN B SFD 00-0124 8.5 RAINSHIHE 

047-650-002 1 136-008 0051 '1.00 54}.00 NELSON BUILDERS INC SFn 00-0123 855 RAIHSHINE 
047-650-003 . 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 NELSON BUILDERS IHC SFD 00-0122 8.' RAINSHINE 
047-650-004 1 136-008 0051 1.00 541.00 LAUDARI JOSEPH A & SHIRLEY A SFD 99-0465 870 RAINSHINE 
047-650-005 1 138-008 0010 1.00 541.00 SPARKS KENNETH G & KATHRYN C SFD 00-0120 8.0 RAIHSHINE 

 
047-650-006 1 138-008 0051 541.00 STICE HARTIN ET AL SFD 00-0121 050 RAINSHINE 
047-650-007 1 138-008 0051 1.00 ?41.00 AHY RON & HOLLIE K SFD 99-0467 840 RAINSHINE 
047-650-008 0051 1.00 541.00 BUCKLEY CHARLES T ET At SFD 99-0467 83. RAINSHIHE 
047-650-009 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 GANNDN BRIAN ET AL SFD 99-0467 8lD RAINSHINE 
047-650-010 0 138-008 0001 .00 .00 NELSON BUILDERS INC VACANT IJUN99 820 RAINSHINE 

1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 WATERFORD ASSDCIATES tLC . SFD 00-0388 9053 RANCHO ADOBE 
047-660-'002 1 138-006 0051 1.00 541.00 WATERFDRD ASSOCIATES LLC SFD 00-0389 9011 RANCHO ADOBE 



• ) 

SA! SDHDHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORV LISTING 10/17101 PAGE 573 
DISTRICT 08-PENNGROVE " RATE 541.00 RATEZ 0.00 

.PH CHG TRA USE ESD COHPUTED NAHE COHHENT SITUS 
CD. CD. CD. FLAT CHARGE ADDRESS 

047-660-003 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LLC SFD 00-0390 .977 RANCHO ADDBE 
047-660-004 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 WILL RUSSELL L JR & PATRICIA C SFD 00-0391 8939 RANCHo ADORE 
047-660-005 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LlC SFD 00-0392. 8901 RANCHO ADOBE 
047-660-006 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LLC SFD 00-0393 8920 RANCHO ADOBE 
047-669-007 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LLC SFD 00-0394 8958 'RANCHO ADOBE 
047-660-008 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LLC SFD 00-0395 6994 RANCHO . ADOBE 
047-660-009 1 0051 1.00 541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LlC SFD 00-0396 9:032 RANCHO ADOBE 
047-660-010 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LlC SFD 00-0397 9076 RANCHO ADOBE 

TOTALS FOR DISTRICT 08 

TOTAL APHS: .86 
TOTAL APNS WITH ERRDRSt on 
CHARGE CODE 0 ESDS: .0' 
CHARGE CODE 1 ESDS: 461.91 
CHARGE CODE 2 "ESDS: .!lD 
CHARGE tODe 3 ESDS; .on 
CHARGE CODe 4 ESDS: .00 

CHARGE CODE 5 ESDS: 
CHARGE CODE 6 ESDS: 1.70 
CHARGE CODE 7 ESDS: 7.66 
TOTAL ESOS: 471.29 )(, ;(, 6 6 5 ft?op 4' /dGJ:> RB!= D/i!J ? 
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Sonoma county Public Works 

Wastewater Operations Department 

18400 Neeley Road 

Guerneville, Calif. 95446 
(707) 869-2809 

Mr. Chris McAuliffe September 4, 1992 
Box 777 
Petaluma, Calif. 

94952 

RE: Meter Readings from Penngrove Lift station 

Dear Chris, 

, The data you require from the flow meter at Penngrove Lift 
Statioriis as follows; 

June 3, 1992 to July 2, 1992 2.61 MG total in 29 days 
.090 MGD 

July 2, 1992 to Aug 3, 1992 2.82 MG total in 31 days 
.091 MGD 

Aug 3, 1992 to Sept 3, 1992 2.65 MG total. in 31 days 
.085 MGD 

.--

S 

. . '1 191,0 
AI"'" 7151) (,(, 

---------------- G iPP f) )r?Sf) kVtrC: P - 1-';7 
1.(17 (f -. 

Ronald E. Laufer 
Wastewater Supervisor 
West County Division 

1306890/pgreads ) 
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PennQTOW Reacl11-5 

Worksheet for Circular Channel 

Project FIle d:\ha.m.d\finw\projeat1.fm2 
Worksheet 
Flaw EJemem Cln:uIar Channel 
Method MlIlIlIIng'a Formula 
Solve For OI.cl!8!l!.e 

loputD!IIa 
a.ota 

Channel Skip., C.O[)4CCO Mt 
Oepth a.57 ft 
Diameter B.OO in 

R ..... 
MB mo' 

FlOWArftB 
WlrtledPerlmeter , 
Tep Wldth 

." 0.35 

• .00 ,. 
Cm;ca!Depfu 0.41 
Pe"",ntFuil 100;C() • 

slop_ a.ocBll27111tt 
Velocity 
VdccftyHwd 

." 0.7 , 
Specific EnoIlJY RU 

FuJI 
. , "" 

Frouda Number FULL 
Mrudmum Ol$d\Brge ., 

FJ<JW Capa<:lly 0.76 
... 

Fun Flow Slope a.o0400llfflft 
... 
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Penngrove Reach 14-15 

Worksheet for Clr.:ular Channel 

Pmje<:tFIIe d:li1aestlldllmw'iproJar:tl.fin2 
WOI'ksh"e\ 
FIowSemlOr\t 
Method Manning's Formula 
Soioe For Dis<:IJg'.E!. 

0.013 

D." Channel Slope , 
6.00 
". O.OIOOOOfllft 

m 

-- " """'''' •. 
W 

Welted Perimeter , 
riigd 

.20 
TgpWidth 
CrtffcaIOepth 

'" 0.00 , 
0.3a , 

Pen:entfUil 100.00 
CriIicslSlope - O.DUS53f\111. 
V .. .., 26 
VeloI:ifyH ... d 0.13 , .. 

FUU. , 
f1uude Nwnber .FUll. 
MaldmumOischorIle , 
FllIIFJnwCspacily ,." .. .. 
Fu!1 FIowSIop!, D.1l10000ft/ft 

.. 

,,-
04.:t2"l"PM Ho_d_.I= W.1o<bUfy,eTOO708 (2')3)755-'_ 

_"."S.1S 
"";0010<1 



1 t \ 

I. 

!I! 
"';;: 0, ') ; 

, i i 
" j 

I' I 'a ... \' 
I I 
Ii 
.' , 

311dO!:ld 
v 

NDU<; 

lii 

" • 



-... ......., .... ... 'ONI 'S'HattNlflNlil: flNIOL'lO.S!\lOO 

II " 

. 

1 



"., eHAJ .... _"" 

3 
tpeel:! eAOJfiuuad 2. ..... 

liluueljO ,11llmJfO 

uo§dP"'l"a j:la!oJd 
ZUJj.' 3ft::1j:la(OJd 

!"UUe!fOJ1<I= lU"W"I3"'0!::l 
pO""'W Bp1UIJO",s,tJ!J!IIU!lW 

adolS !"utn!40 "' 
OO'g 

"""" 
N' ,''O • 
aL'O 

& 
.0. '" ,C, • 

00·0 IIWIMdoJ. 

. • 
41daa I""!UIO 

..,-
• 

Iln::!lUBrua.::t 
,,-, 

-IlIIHB60WO 
OM 

sro 
, ... • • "1>' 

JaqwnN"pltOJ::I 
lUJX'lW lUn e!l./e4:lsla

.,,,,, 
Ie> .\Jpedeo MIll:! nnc::! 

... 
lIIll MOld un::! 
.. 



l t 

\186610 

'ON! 
Z,-a:a:NO€lJ'.NON 
, 

ifiJ:: @ @ Q) 

o , , 



_._--------------. 

K 
Penngrove Reach 7-6 

Worksheet for Circular Channal 

DesIlllpiion 
PfoJ .. ct FlI. d:\hBesladlfmw'lproject1.fm2 
Worksheet eileel<: 
Flow ElemC'llt Ch<:t!lar C/ulnnol 
MethDd - Manning's Fonnulll. 
Solv .. Fo, 

Manllings Coalficiorrt 0.013 
Channel Slo[>E! n.OO4DOO Itffl: 
Diamlrtl!r B,OO m 

Results 
Ooplh 0." , 
Discbarga OA9 

, 0.35 W 
.0' 

Wetted Perim.ter .. , 
TopWldth 0.00 , 
CriticaIO.pth 0.41 , 
P.rcentFu.r 100.00 
CritiealSlop'" O.OOB027f11f1 
VBloc:!ty ,,, 

• W. 
VeIoclt)'Hoad 0.07 

FUU. , 
Fronde Number FUU. 
M'8)I!mum Discharge 0.8Z 
Full Flowc..pactty 0.76 

.. 
Flow 510£." 0.004000 Mt 

.. 
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Penngrove Reach 13-9 

Workshlilel: for CIrcular Channa! 

CescripHon 
F>ruJocI File d:\haeslad\fmwlprojectj.fm2 

MllIhod 
Solve For Full 

In.EutDBta 
ManningsCD"ffici!nt 0.013 
Channel Slope 0.003000 ftItt 
Diameter 10.00 In 

R_ 
Depth --li1l3 
Disclu!ree 0.78 • ." 
Wetted 
'Iow_ 

Perim.15r 
... .. 

TopWldlh '" O,CO • 
CrII!COI!Oepth .AO • 
PercentFuil 100.00 • 
CrIIlcalSlope 
V.,." 
VelD*YHead ". '" 
Spaolm: Eriergy 

... • 
FroudaNumbor '"''-ro,,- • 
MJOdmum D/:I<:h"rtI& 
Full Flow Capacity ". 
Fun FI<>w SIDE!. 

'" "" 0.003000 f!Itt '" 

.-()4:2G:32PM H ..... dM.1hod .. lo"- 37Broo_R .. d Wo.o1bUfy,t:TOO7Il" (000)755-1_ 
Fb ......... 

Pau·1." 
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PenngroVll Reach 8-16 
Worksheet for Circular Channel' 

Project p .. criptlon 
Project filo d:lhaestalflfmwlpruJact!.fin2 
Worbheet 
Flw.rElement CimuiarChannel 
Me\hcd Mannlnjj'll Formula 
Satire For Flow 

MUMings coeffIcient 0.013 
ChaI1nel Slope 0.o10000fllft 
Diameter 6,00 in 

Depth 0.50 ft 
D!sehargo 0.36 mgd 
FlowArea 0.20 fI' 
WelIe.di"erimJter 1.57 ft 
TcpW1dth 0.00 It 
Cri\ioa] Depth 0.38 It 
P.rc=ntFIJI 100.00 
Cri\lCliI Slop. 0,011653 MI 
Velac!l}' ,,, '" 
VelocilyHead 0.13 ft 
SpecilioEnBruy fULL It 
FlIlude Number FULL 
Maximum Discharge 0.60 cf& 
full Flow Capacity 0.50 cr. 
FulIFlow.!l)o,!!." 0.010000 ftIft 

,,-
......... d""',.,.,...,lno. 'iflBrooksi<loRood W.Lo"' .... (2Q3)7S .... 1_ 

FlowMooIor .5.13 
"'90 1 0f1 
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PENNGROVE ADWF bulldout 
Area Znnln Area No. of Flow Ultimate 

Plan Acres Units ADWFgpd 
A UR1 27.0 27 7009 

UR2 21.4 42 10903 
UR4 11.7 44 11422 

60.1 29335 

B UR1 42.8 42 10903 
10903' 

C UR1 5.2 5 1298 
UR2 14.5 8 2077 
LIm Ind 16.5 13200 ! 

annex 92 UR1 4.6 5 1298 
40.8 17673 

0 UR1 21.6 21 5452 
5452 

E UR1 7.8 7 1817 
UR2 4.7 8 2077 

12.5 3894 

F UR1 1.2 1 260 
UR2 26.5 52 13499 
Gen. Comrn 28 11680 

30,5 25439 

G UR2 14.4 28 7269 
UmComm 8.5 5100 

22.9 12369 

H UR1 8.4 8 2077 
UR6 13.2 78 20249 
UR2 4.3 8 2077 

7.3 6 1320 
Gen, Comm 2.2 1320 
UmComm 3.4 2040 

38,8 29082 

I UR1 18.2 18 4673 
UR2 21.3 42 10903 
UmComm 4.3 2580 
Umlnd 2.0 1600 
Quasi 23 1 220 

46.1 19976 

J RR2 4.8 2 519 
519 

K RR2 1.5 1 260 
Gen, Comm 0.9 540 

2.4 800 

L UR2 6.5 12 3115 
RR2 21.2 10 2596 

27,7 5711 

M UR4 11.4 44 11422 
UmCoiTlm 1.6 960 
Quasi 5.5 3 660 

18.5 13042 

N 0.0 0 

P RR2 36.7 18 4673 
4673 

Totals 406.2 541 179068 

Flow perESD 236 ,9pd/ESD per 1992 readings 
24 Factor of sa 1 0.10 

260 total. Use this for all calculations 

1 Enter the faclor of safe 
I I I I 

Excel/davegfgeyserville Spreadsheet 1 11/1/02 

J;;"xH / 13 /7 F 



Excel/davegfgeyserville 
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PENNGROVE ADWF build out + DHE 
Area Zoning A .. " No. of Flow Ultimate Remarks 

Plan Acres Units ADWF d 
A UR1 27.0 27 7009 

UR2 21.4 42 10903 
UR4 11.7 44 11422 

60.11i!!!l . ·····..JBru 6490 35825 10#52 

B UR1 42,8 42 10903 :::·Mf_: 0 10903 

C UR1 5.2 5 1298 
UR2 14.5 8 2077 

I Lim Ind 16.5 13200 
lannex92 UR1 4.6 6 1298 

4 illil_mm _' 0.8!:L ...... ·A'[" .... " .. d 0 17873 

0 URi 21.6 
21 

5452 lW... .. 0 5452 ...... ¥il1K 
E UR1 7.8 7 1817 

UR2 4.7 8 2077 
12,5 m . ,.JlIl\[ 0 3894 

F URi 1.2 1 260 
UR2 26.5 52 13499 
Gen. Comm 2.8 11680 

30.5 '< 0 25439 ,;,' 

G UR2 14.4 28 7269 
UmComm 8.5 5100 

22.9 '-'oidim, '1 0 12369 

H URi 8.4 8 2077 
UR6 13.2 78 20249 
UR2 4.3 8 2077 
Quasi 7.3 6 1320 
Gen. Comm 2.2 1320 
LimOomm 3.4 2040 

38,8 .. , .... .. '-";' ··.··1 2336 31419 10#85 

I URi 18.2 18 4673 
UR2 21.3 42 10903 
Lim Comm 4.3 25BO 
LIm Ind 2.0 1600 
Quasi 2.3 1 220 

48,1 '!l!!!l·"'T,Bl 0 19976 

J RR2 4.8 1_ 619 I. '. 0 519 

K RR2 :1.5 .. 1 26Q _ 
Gen, Comm 0.9 540 

2.4 m!?Mflc. J .: .... ,.. " 0 800 

L UR2 8.5 12 3115 
RR2 21.2 10 25g6 

27.7 !=":<U' ., 
0 5711 

M UR4 11.4 44 11422 
LlmComm 1.6 960 
Quasi 5.5 3 880 

18.5 0 13042 

N 0.0 0 
0 0 

P RR2 36.7 4673 
__ J 0 4673 

Totals 408,2 575 183221 

Row rESD- 236 dfESD er 1992 read!n 8 

I 24 Factor of safety = (1 0.10 
260 total. Use this for an calculations 
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PENNGROVE PWWF bulldout 
Area ADWF Cumulative PeakIng Cumulative Area Peak 1&1 Cumulatllie Cumulative 

gpd ADWF gpd Factor PWWFmgd acres gpd 1&1 mgd PWWFmgd 
w/ol&1 

A 29335 29335 5.0 0.147 60.10 48080 0.048 0.195 

B 10903 10903 5.0 0.055 42.80 34240 0.034 0,OB9 

H 29082 39986 5.0 0.200 38.80 31040 0.065 0.265 

M 13042 53028 5.0 0.265 '9 14800 0.080 0.345 

C 17873 17873 5.0 0.089 40.76 32608 0.033 0.122 

I 19976 37849 5.0 0.189 48.10 36480 0.071 0,260 

D 5452 5452 5.0 0.027 21.60 17280 0.017 0.045 

E 3894 9346 5.0 0.047 12.50 10000 0.027 0.074 

K 800 10145 5.0 0.051 2.40 1920 0.029 0,080 

J 5'9 48513 5.0 0.243 4.80 3840 0.104 0.347 

N 0 82363 5.0 0,412 0 0 0.128 0.540 

P 4673 135549 4.8 0.651 36.70 29360 0.262 0.912 

F 2""9 25439 5.0 D.127 30.50 24400 0.024 0.152 

G 12369 37606 5.0 0.189 22.90 16320 0.043 0.232 

L 5711 179068 4.5 0.806 27.70 22160 0.327 1.132 

 )
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PENNGROVE PWWF build out + DHE 
Area ADWF Cumulative Peakln Cumulative Area Peak 1&1 Cumulative Cumulative 

gpd AOWFgpd Factor P\NWFmgd aores gpd PV\fWF mgd 
w/ol&1 

A 35825 35625 5.0 0.179 60.10 46080 0.048 0.227 

B 10903 10903 5.0 0.065 42.80 34240 0.034 0.089 

H 31419 42322 5.0 0.212 38.80 31040 0.065 0,277 

M 13042 55364 5.0 0.277 1. 14800 0.080 0,357 

C 17873 17873 5.0 0,089 40.76 3260B 0,033 0.122 

r 19976 37849 5.0 0.1B9 48.10 38480 0,071 0.260 

0 5452 5452 5.0 0,027 21.60 17280 0.017 0,045 

E 3894 9346 5.0 0.047 12.50 10000 0.027 0.074 

K BOO 10145 5.0 0.051 2.40 1920 0.029 0,080 

J 61. 48513 5.0 0.243 4.80 3840 0.104 0,347 

N 0 91189 5.0 0.456 0 0 0.128 0,584 

P 4673 144375 4.B 0.69a 0.00 0 0.232 0.925 

F 25439 25439 5.0 0.127 30,50 24400 0.D24 0,152 

G 12369 37B08 5.0 0.189 22.90 18320 0,043 0.232 

L 5711 187894 4.5 0.846 27.70 22160 0.297 1.143 

i, 
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Reach 

·5 

Polnt11-6 
PoInt 14 -15 
Point 

TRUNK 

0.0040 0.490 
1100 D. 

B 

B 

rUIII'I.;I-9 "',(uu 

Point 8 -16 0.360 
.... .. S - 9 0.870 

1i1) 

,074 
.080 

1347 
).540 
0,912 
0.152 

1I1<:i::i bulldout 

0.596 
0.410 
0.143 110 

-0.020 -15 seweru rade lndi; 
-0.132 -106 sewer ,upgrade Indicated 
0.208 161 -I-0,638 492 -L_ 

Indll 

I , j 
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PENNGROVE TRUNK SEWER CAPACITIES bulldl 
Reaoh Line Size 810 Ca aol PWWF Available Ca aol Remarks 

md m d m d ESO 
Polnt1-5 A B 0.0040 0.490 0.227 0.263 202 
Point 2 -.4 B B 0,0040 0.490 0.oa9 OA01 309 
Point 4 -12 H 8 0,0040 0.490 0.277 0.213 164 
Po\nt12-fi M 8 0.0040 0.490 0,357 0,133 103 
Polnt3-11 C 8 0,0040 0.490 0.122 0.368 284 
Point 11 -6 1 8 0,0040 0.490 0.260 0.230 177 
Point 14 -15 0 6 0.0100 0.360 0,045 0.315 243 
Point 15-7 E 8 0,0100 0.670 0.074 0.596 459 
Point? _ 6 K 8 0,0040 0,490 0,080 0.410 316 
Point 6 -13 J 8 0,0040 0,490 0.347 0.143 110 
PoInt 5 -13 N 2><6 0.0060 0.520 0,584 -0,064 -49 sewer u grade Indloa! 
Polnt13-9 P 12 o.ooao 0.7BO 0.925 -0.145 -117 sewer upgrade Indlcal 
Pointe -16 F 6 0,0100 0.360 0.152 0.208 161 
Point 16 - 9 0 8 0,0125 0.B70 0.232 0,638 492 
Point 9 -10 L 12 0.0030 0.780 1..143 ·0,363 -310 sewer upgrade indIca! 

(1) Capacity Is based upon n-O,013 for AC.plpe 
2 A ns alive COl aclty Indicate a need for a sewer u rade 

) 

Excel/daveg/geyserville Spreadsheet 6 11/1/02 



PENNGROVE ADWF & PWWF based on current flow data for 2001 
Reach Trlbuta/y UneSlze Flows PWWF PWWF Peak 1&1 Estimated Capacity Available Ca aol 

area ADWF faotor gpd (6) PVIIWF (8 mgd (1) mgd (2) ESD 
Point 1 5 A 8 0.490 
Point 2 - 4 B 8 0.490 
Point 4 -12 H 8 0.490 
Point 12 - 5 M 8 0.490 
Point 3 -11 C 8 0.490 
Point11-B I 8 0.490 
Point 14 -15 0 6 0.360 
Point 15-7 E 8 0.670 
Point 7 - 6 K 8 0.490 
Point 6 -13 J 8 0.490 
Point 5 -13 N 2X6 0.520 
Point 13-9 P 10 0.780 
Point 8 -16 F 6 0,360 
Point 16-9 0 8 0.870 
Point 9 -10 L 10 0.123 4.500 0.554 0,022 0.576 0.780 0.204 175 

1 ArNVF: see oaloulation on Exhibit C 
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PENNGROVE ADWF & PWWF based on current flow data w/DHE lor 2001 
Reach Tributary Line Size Flow> PWWF PWWF Peak 1&1 Estimated ,Capacity Available Ca acl 

ace. ADWF molor 10Dd (B) P'WWF{B mod "} m d 2 ESD 
Point 1 - 5 A B 0.490 
Point 2 - 4 B B 0.490 
Point 4 - 12 H B 0.490 
Point 12 - 5 M 8 0.490 
Polnt3-11 C 8 0.490 
Polnt11-6 I 8 0.490 
PoJnt 14 - 15 0 B 0,360 
Point 15-7 E 8 0.670 
Poln 7-6 K 8 0.490 
Point 6 -13 J 8 0.490 
Point 5 -13 N 2XB 0,520 
Point 13 - 9 P 10 0.7BO 
Point 8 -16 F B 0.360 
Point 16 - 9 G 8 0.870 
Point 9 -10 L 10 0.131 4.500 0.590 0.022 0,612 0,760 0.168 144 

1) additional ESDs er DHE: 34 ESDs X 260 gpd/ESD - 8840 gpd 
2 ADWF=8840+122,535-131375=:O.131 

. , 

) 

I ) 
.,' 
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Penngrove " Additional Housing per Draft Housing Plan 2001 
I.D.# APN Ttlbutary LU Lot size Units per • Units per difference Remarks 

area Acres zoning housing plan as of 12-17-01 
5 047-166-011 UR2 deleted 
3. 047-191-003 UR1 deleted 
3. 047-082-008 UR2 deleted 
40 047-153-004 UR2 deleted 
41 047-153-006 UR2 deleted 
52 047-164..006 A UR4 3.41 13.00 38.00 25.00 
53 047-166.017 UR4 deleted 
85 047-173-016 H UR6 1.36 B.DD 17.00 9.00 

total 55,00 34.00 

• Used tar eT of Dens bonus, HOA, or HOC from the Draft Housi Plan 

Excel/daveg/geyserville spreadsheet 9 1111/02 



Penngrove Reach 5-13 two 6-inch 
Worksheet for Circular Channel 

Project Descrietion 
Project File d:\haestadlfmwlproject1.fm2 
Worksheet check 
Flow Element Circular Channel 
Method Manning's Formula 
Solve For Dlschar.l1.e 

Ineut Data 
Mannings Coefficient 0.014 
Channel Slope 0.006000 ttllt 
Depth 0.50 It 
Diameter 6.00 in 

Discharge 0.26 mgd )< ?/J}&> Or 5,2.. Z ,uGd) 
Flow Area· 0.20 If' 
Welted Perimeter 1.57 It 
Top Width . 0.15e-7 . It· 
Critical Depth 0.32 It 
Percent Full 100.00. 
Critical Slope 0.010653 ttllt 
Velocity 2.06 ttls 
Velocity Head· 0.07 It 
Specific Energy 0.57 It 
Froude Number 1.0e-4 
Maximum Discharge 0.43 cis 
Full Flow Capacity 0.40 cis 
Full Flow Slope 0.006000 ttllt 
Flow is subcrltical. 

01/07/02 
10:29:44 AM Haeslad Methods, Inc. 37 Brookside Road Waterbury, CT 06708 (203) 755-1666 

FlowMaster v5.13 
. Page 1 of1 



Penngrove Reach 5-13 two 6-inch 
Worksheet for Circular Channel 

Project DescriJ?tion 
Project File d:\haestadlfmwlproject1.1m2 
Worksheet check 
Flow Element Circular Channel 
Method Manning's Formula 
Solve For Dischar.lte 

InEut Data 
14/,4;/'116 j=p/L Mannings Coefficient 0.013 C-IP 

Channel Slope 0.010000 ftlit )JOG5 AlO'T P,fTC/rr /'LA.NS 
Depth . 0.50 It 
Diameter 6.00 in 

Results 0/72 IUGj) 
Discharge 0.36 mgd )'; 2 ?I f)@-:5 
Flow Area 0.20 It' 
Wetted Perimeter 1.57 It 
Top Width 0.15e-7 It 
Critical Depth 0.38 It 
Percent Full 100.00 
Critioal Slope 0.011553 ftlit 
Velocity 2.86 ftls 
Velocity Head 0.13 It 
Specific Energy 0.63 It 
Froude Number O.14e-3 
Maximum Discharge 0.60 cis 
Full Flow Capacity 0.56 cis 
Full Flow Slope 0.010000 ftlit 
Flow is subcritical. 

01107102 
10;2B:32AM Haestad Methods, Inc. 37 Brookside Road Waterbury, CT06708 (203) 755-1666 

FlowMaster v5.13 
Page 1 of1 



From: soapcauldron@sonic.net
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Notice of Public Hearing Written Comments/Questions
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 8:22:17 PM
Attachments: image001.png

EXTERNAL

To Whom it May Concern,
The Penngrove Merchants Group met today to review the letters sent by your Planning Commission
as it impacts the Penngrove area. We are an informal group of businesses in the Penngrove Area.
I have been asked as a group representative to submit the following questions:

Is this initiative a complete rezoning or an overlay on existing zoning?
Can one of the 55 sites be removed rezoning efforts?
Please expand on the zoning change from GC (C3) to GC(C2) as proposed on parcel at 11790
Main Street (APN: 047-166-023). The county zoning designations does not show a GC(C2)
listing.
If an occupant of an affected GC (C2) parcel is a renter with an existing lease, how does the
rezoning to LC (C2) affect future operations if during the term of their lease they wish to
continue operations as a GC (C2)
What is the estimated timeframe for the re-zoning of these parcels to take effect? Is this a 12
month window/ 24 or 36 before zoning is approved?

As a final comment I would like to say that the short time frame from receipt of this letter to the
schedule hearing and written comment window has been extremely short. As a business owner it is
a challenge to change my schedule to attend this meeting which I feel as the owner of one of the
affected parcels to be important to attend.
Emma Mann
Owner & Soap Artisan
Soap Cauldron
www.soapcauldron.com
707-888-5659
11830 Main Street
Penngrove, CA 94954

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Suzi Molofsky
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Cc: Mark Molofsky
Subject: Sonoma File No. PLP20-0018
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 5:09:36 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commission,

My husband and I are forty plus year residents of Glen Ellen and own the commercial property at 969 Carquinez
Ave., Glen Ellen.
We strongly take issue with the certification of the Final EIR and Housing Element Update for the property on
Arnold Dr. and Carquinez Ave. in Glen Ellen.  The proposed density of the housing is:

1) Not in character with the village style of Glen Ellen.
2) Would create serious traffic issues given the road infatructure and the need for most residents to work outside the
community.
.
Congestion at the corner of Warm Springs Road/Arnold Drive and Carquinez Ave. is already evident.
What is needed is more commercial locations to service the large area of Glen Ellen.

Please reconsider your approval - these changes will have long term ramifications.

Sincerely,

Mark and Suzi Molofsky
12300 Manzanita Lane, Glen Ellen

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: The Lochners
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: 3280 Hicks Rd.
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 9:23:54 PM

EXTERNAL

I am writing is astonishment that you are considering allowing 20 houses per acre on this 2 acre site. Do you realize
that that is double the amount of units on the whole 1 mile street packed into 2 acres?  (urban density in a rural
residential area)

Have you considered, assuming 2 cars per unit, 3 times the current traffic at the dangerous intersection on Graton
and Hicks Rd. with Mueller coming in at an angle? (traffic at nearby intersections)

Have you considered what that might mean to Oak Grove School District?  ( school district enrollment)

Is the bottom going to be a parking garage?  (parking)

How tall will the buIldings be?  Most houses are 1 level only.   ( vertical height)

And will 20 wells fit on the property with everything else?  And what will that do to the local water table?  (water
tables concerns)

Then there is the sewage.  (Sewer issues)

And the noise.  (noise pollution)

Do you know the number of people that walk this road daily?  From the mobile home park we must get over 50
people and dogs a day walking. What  about pedestrian safety?  (pedestrian safety)

I know the county needs to creat more low income housings but I know there are better locations in areas already
with higher densities.

I could see 2 houses per acre or even 2 houses and 2 grannies, but NOT 20 per acre!!

Sincerely,
Jan Lochner
3710 Hicks Rd.

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: Barry Hanson
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Letter for Planning Commissioners re July 13,2023
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 4:02:52 PM
Attachments: LtrToPlanningCommission.pdf

EXTERNAL

Please provide the attached letter to all of the Members of the Sonoma County
Planning Commission.  These are comments on project PLP20-0018, the review of
the Housing Element FEIR on July 13, 2023.

Thank you.

 Barry Hanson
              1325 Brockman Lane

 Sonoma, CA  95476
     

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.





Plan call for Affordable housing to be city-centric, close to city transportation and 
services? Please drive by the location of the Hanna Project and let me know if you 
think it is a city-centric location.

I request answers to the following questions:

1. How was the 668 unit count for Hanna Project determined?  I.E., to what 
extent and using what methodology did Permit Sonoma think about, grapple 
with, assess or determine the suitability of Hanna’s 60 Acre property for 668 
units to be included in the RHNA numbers for the 6th cycle planning period?

2. How can county decision makers count these 668 units as in the Pipeline and 
thereby make approval a foregone conclusion without a shred of public 
comment and before the project has been duly considered, let alone approved?

3. How does it make sense to count these 668 units as in the Pipeline and thus 
virtually become a foregone conclusion when 2 miles away lies SDC, another 
very large project that will render it’s impacts on the same, small portion of a 
very large county?

Thank you. 

Barry Hanson, 1325 Brockman Ln., Sonoma, CA 95476



From: Caitlin Cornwall
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Cc: Susan Gorin; Greg Carr; Eric Koenigshofer; Mashal.Ayobi@hcd.ca.gov; kim jones
Subject: public comment on Housing Element
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 4:00:32 PM
Attachments: 2023-07-12 submitted SVC on County draft HE.pdf

EXTERNAL

Please find attached a public comment on the 6th Cycle Housing Element. Please circulate this
comment to the Planning Commission.

Thank you,

Caitlin Cornwall, Project Director
Sonoma Valley Collaborative
www.sonomavalleycollaborative.org
(707) 322-1400
I rarely check email on weekends or evenings.

Use our policy platform to advocate for homes for a sustainable Sonoma Valley!

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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Comment on the
County of Sonoma


draft 6th Cycle Housing Element
July 12, 2023


Dear Permit Sonoma staff and consultants to the Housing Element,


Sonoma Valley Collaborative is a forum of community leaders from a wide range of sectors
across Sonoma Valley, finding solutions and taking action to address our community’s
biggest challenges.


There are many good proposed actions in the Draft, but as a whole it is not strong enough
or innovative enough to respond to the crushing housing affordability crisis we face
in Sonoma County. We need a Housing Element that courageously tackles the evidence of
this crisis: Permit Sonoma’s own public engagement, the census, the Portrait of Sonoma
County, the cascading closures of local businesses, and the heart-breaking housing struggles
related by residents.


All the housing stories in the Draft that are in green boxes were collected
with permission by Sonoma Valley Collaborative from people who live or
work in Sonoma Valley. Attached to this letter are more quotes from people
who need Sonoma County’s housing situation to change.


Facing the demographic evidence of Sonoma County losing so many of the people who
make our County thrive, it’s clear we need a Housing Element that forcefully changes our
course. The Draft is not there yet. HCD also asks the County to “go beyond status quo.”


Most importantly, the Draft omits an entire category of proven housing policies that help
keep renters in their homes. We agree with Table 2 in the Draft, that “Displacement of
residents due to economic pressures” is the highest priority factor that contributes to Sonoma
County’s fair housing issues. But Program 5, supposedly designed to prevent displacement,
is inadequate. Its emphasis on housing production is misguided. Sonoma County can’t rely
solely on housing production, on meeting the RHNA, to stop our hemorrhaging losses of
workers, families, seniors, and so many others. During public outreach, every single focus
group indicated that the “high cost of housing” was a top concern. (Appendices, pp. 6-12)
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We must protect people from losing their existing affordable homes, after which many leave
the County.


Program 5: Displacement Avoidance


Sonoma Valley Collaborative asks that these policies be added to Program 5 or elsewhere:
● rent stabilization (not rent control or a rent cap), which limits rent increases to a


percentage of inflation
● just-cause eviction policy, which protects tenants from being evicted unless there’s a


specific justification, such as nonpayment of rent.
● a rental registry, so that Sonoma County can track affordability, displacement,


habitability, evictions, and other trends
Rent stabilization and/or just-cause protections exist in over 30 California cities and counties
and have a track record of success.


Program 8: Protect Residential Lands and Units


Our members want faster, more vigorous action to reduce the number of vacation rentals
and empty homes. Having over 10% of homes be unavailable to residents is not acceptable.
We ask that the timeline in 8b for presenting policy options to the Board be accelerated to
the end of 2024, not 2025.


Program 3: Protections for Mobile Home Parks


Mobile homes are a major source of unsubsidized affordable housing in Sonoma Valley and
county-wide. On July 11, the Board of Supervisors directed staff to prepare for a Board item
to amend the MHRSO on August 15, 2023. We ask that Action 3a be changed from
“Continue to implement” the existing ordinance (which allows an annual space rent increase
of 100% of the change in the Bay Area CPI, or 6%, whichever is less) to “Amend the
Mobilehome Rent Stabilization Ordinance to limit space rent increases to no more than 4%,
or 70% of the change in CPI (whichever is less).” The timeline for adopting the amendment
should be mid-2024.


Program 15: Review and Update Zoning Code and General Plan


We ask that you add an ordinance to Program 15 creating a senior housing overlay district
that would prevent designated senior mobile home parks from being converted to all-ages
parks. This will protect affordable housing options for seniors in the County and stop
erosion of affordability of the existing senior parks. Many jurisdictions have senior housing
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overlay districts, including Yucaipa, San Juan Capistrano, Huntington Beach, Ventura
County, City of Ventura, and Santa Barbara.


Sincerely,
The members of Sonoma Valley Collaborative


Boys & Girls Club Of Sonoma Valley/Teen
Services Sonoma
Disability Services & Legal Center
F.I.S.H. Sonoma Valley
Impact100 Sonoma
Hanna Center
Homeless Action Sonoma
La Luz Center
Midstate Construction
Morton’s Hot Springs
Sonoma Community Center
Sonoma Ecology Center
Sonoma Overnight Support
Sonoma Valley Education Foundation


Sonoma Valley Chamber of Commerce
Sonoma Valley Community Health Center
Sonoma Valley Golden State
Manufactured-Home Owners League
Sonoma Valley Hospital
Sonoma Valley Housing Group
Sonoma Valley Mentoring Alliance
Sonoma Valley Vintners and Growers
Alliance
Sonoma Valley Visitors Bureau
Transition Sonoma Valley
Valley Bar + Bottle
Vintage House Sonoma
Winery Sixteen 600


Staff contact: Caitlin Cornwall, Sonoma Valley Collaborative Director.
caitlin@sonomavalleycollaborative.org, 707-322-1400
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Personal testimony on housing issues
and the draft Sonoma County Housing


Element
July 12, 2023


These are personal statements about housing and housing policy collected by Sonoma Valley
Collaborative from:


● Participants in the Parents LEAD (Leadership, Equity, Advocacy, Diversity) program
at La Luz Center (translation by Nidia Figueroa)


● Teen Services members
● Sonoma Valley Collaborative Council members


We provide these statements to support pro-housing policies and tenant protections. Video
of statements can be found at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rfyg-jx-ezE&t=3s.


Carmen Sanchez, Springs Resident, LEADS participant
“Mi amiga es Monica, ella tiene 3 hijos, su esposo tuvo un accidente y esta en casa. Ella es la
unica en casa que trabaja y no puede más con la renta y los gastos. Ellos se cambiaran de
Estado para poder ayudarse. Como padre de familia tener la segurid de que mis hijos tengan
donde dormir y vivir tranquilamente es importante.Es un problema porque costo de la renta
es mas alto y el saldo laboral es reducido habra mucha gente (familias) sin hogar. Necisitamos
Disminuir el costo de las rentas al igual que los requisitos. Tener una vivienda mas arreglada”
"My friend Monica has 3 children. Her husband had an accident and is home. She is the only one at
home who works and can no longer afford rent and expenses In Sonoma. Because of this, they are
leaving the state so they can afford to live. As a parent, having the assurance that my children have a
place to sleep and live calmly is important. If the cost of rent is increasing and salaries are decreasing,
many people (families) will be without a home. We need to lower the cost of rent and lessen the
requirements. We need to have more regulated housing."


Erandy Bravo, Springs Resident, LEADS participant
“Mi vecina busco casa para 5 o 6 personas y encontro una casa con 4 cuartas en $3,500, y
una que vio antes de 2 cuertos costaba lo mismo, existe un estandar en tarifa de rentas o
porque es esta diferencia tan ilogica. El benefecio de vivienda estabilidad economica,
emocional, de salud integracion grupal, familiar y social. Es un problema más amblio por
que no tiene una estabilidad las rentas y se abusa de la economia de las personas que lo
habitan. Mi llamada de Acción es estandarizar renta, conocer relgas, implementar consejos.”
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"My neighbor looked for a house for 5 or 6 people and found a house with 4 rooms for $3,500, and
one she saw before with 2 rooms cost the same, is there a standard rental rate or why is this difference
so illogical? [The housing benefit of ] Economic, emotional, health stability, group, family and social
integration. [It is a broader problem] Because the income does not have stability and the economy of
the people who inhabit it is abused. [My call to Action] is to standardize rent, know the rules,
implement advice."


Lidia Figueroa, Springs Resident, LEADS participant
“La vivienda es un obstáculo hoy en día porque se enfrenta personas a el mas alto costo e
injusticias en los incrementos y desalojos. Tener vivienda asequible es tener estabilidad
familiar y seguridad financiera. Necisitamos sequir ayudando haciendo llegar la informactión
sobre el problema de vivienda y dar el seguimiento para el beneficio en general.”
"Housing is an obstacle today because people are facing the highest cost and injustices in rent
increases and evictions. To have affordable housing is to have family stability and financial security.
We need to continue to help by getting the word out about the housing problem and follow up for the
benefit of all."


Maria Perez, Springs Resident, LEADS participant
“Mi casa no cuenta con un buan sistema de calefaccion, en esta momento literalmenete es un
refrigorador, las puartas y ventanas estan descuadrados por lo tento hay fuga de calor, los
cristales de las ventanas sus vidrios son delgados, el incremento en consumo de luz es muy
grande. El beneficio de vivienda asequible tranquilidad de no tener gue trabjarar por tiempos
mucho mayoros para podor cubrio las necesidados. La solucion es conociminento de los
derechos y obligaciones.” "My house does not have a good heating system. At this moment it is
literally a refrigerator, the doors and windows don't work, so there is heat leakage, the window panes
are thin, the increase in electricity consumption is very large. The benefit of affordable housing is
peace of mind, not having to work for much longer periods of time to be able to cover our needs. The
solution is knowing our rights and obligations."


Esme, 10th Grade Student at Sonoma Valley High School, Teen Services member
Living in a household of 6 in a small trailer home, an obstacle that my family and I feel is the
limited space we deal with, the high prices, and poor house condition. Something I value
about housing is privacy that each of my family members don't have. We all live in a
crowded environment where we need to pile up in a few rooms. The high cost of rent and
bills causes struggle to afford basic daily-life necessities. My daily-life obstacles are a broader
problem, because if I don't have privacy, that limits my ability to study and have a place to
do my school work without interruptions. Many of my school peers can relate to my
struggle. The high cost will cause people to move out of Sonoma to a more affordable place.
This will cause the school population and community population to decrease in a town that
should be our home. There needs to be a vital change to occur in our community. Instead of
having people escape and seek out different places to call a home, you need to help families
and people stay and receive the resources they need for living an enjoyable lifestyle.
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Litzy, 12th grade student at Sonoma Valley High School, Teen Services member
I don’t think decision makers understand how not having a stable home can mess with a
young person’s mental health and well-being.


Jay, 11th grade student at Sonoma Valley High School, Teen Services member
I live in a one bedroom apartment that can't hold a family of five. Our rent has gone up, and
it is far from school. I am always late. Housing can bring more families, make a diverse and
connected community, provide privacy, and can be comfortable, letting you sleep well. It is
crowded everywhere, with big families trying to live in small spaces. It's a broader problem,
because it can also cause the population to decrease, with less students, teachers and families.
Make housing affordable for families with low income!


Vinnie, 10th grade student at Sonoma Valley High School, Teen Services member
My math teacher, a person who most people at the high school know, is struggling to afford
to live in Sonoma. One time in class me and my friends were discussing why we don't really
like Sonoma. We looked up the average mortgage for a house in Sonoma County and
looked up the average paycheck for a teacher in Sonoma County: the average mortgage was
about $2,700 while the paycheck came to around $2,500. We brought this up to the teacher,
and she says the only reason she can afford her home is because her dad was in the military.
Stability is important with housing. We can't have our teachers moving every couple years
because they can't afford housing. This affects teachers and civilians. It can make civilians
want to leave Sonoma County. We need the municipal and County government to build
and make plans for more affordable housing in the Springs, unincorporated and city areas.


Joel, 11th grade student at Sonoma Valley High School, Teen Services member
Glen Ellen is a pretty expensive place and some people have to work all the time to afford it.
Rent also gets more expensive and sometimes there are multiple families in apartments so it
is a struggle to pay for other things like gas and food. It is also difficult to save up for things
and have spare time. Being able to afford housing is extremely important for caring for a
family when relying on one source of income. This affects more people in Sonoma County
due to how expensive it is and how jobs pay little. This is a horrible act of injustice since
there are so many single family homes and people resist affordable housing, so the policy
makers should listen to all the people in need and make changes.


Satya, student at Sonoma Valley High School, Teen Services member
My aunt lives in a comfortable two bedroom condo downtown. This is well located and
good for one person, but very costly. My cousin has access to walking to school, nice
restaurants and near the central location of our community's events. In comparison, I live in
a low income trailer park in a three bedroom home. I have a much tougher time getting
around to work and places I'm expected to be as a student.


John Hennelly, Sonoma Valley Hospital, CEO
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At the hospital, it’s becoming more and more evident that the lack of affordability is
affecting us. Ten years ago, 40% of our employees lived in Sonoma Valley, now it’s about
30%. That has significant impacts to staff availability, commuting costs, and community
engagement.


Cris, 10th Grade student at Sonoma Valley High School, Teen Services member
I struggle with housing as I am in a family of four in a one bedroom apartment. My parents
do what they can to stay in Sonoma without going bankrupt—that is what we don't want.
They have to take care of two kids and pay bills and rent. It's very expensive in Sonoma and
in the future it might result in leaving Sonoma. The thing about housing is that it gives you
a place to stay at night. Having it is the way we live and needs to lower in price, and lower
income housing needs to be built.


Lauren Feldman, Valley Bar + Bottle Owner, SVC Council Member
My name is Lauren Feldman and I am a small business owner in the City of Sonoma. I own
a restaurant called Valley on the Sonoma plaza. I love our community, care passionately
about the environment, and am incredibly frustrated by the housing crisis in our small town.
As a business owner and life-long local, I have to believe that there is a place where all three
of these values can intersect. In trying to staff my restaurant, I became increasingly frustrated
by the number of single-family homes and “vacation condos” that sit empty the majority of
the year. These are homes that could be rented by my staff members or lived in full-time by
fully engaged members of our community, and potential guests in my restaurant. I believe
that, while we do need more affordable housing within the city limits, there are a number of
large properties where additional dwelling units could easily be built while still preserving
the existing neighborhoods that we know and love, but also increasing some new density
building up JUST ONE LEVEL, close to downtown where potential staff wouldn't have as
much need for transportation – better for the environment as well. We need to ease
approvals and reduce costs for people willing to build additional units on their own land and
we need to reduce the number of whole-house vacation rentals and second/empty homes.
We need to create access and opportunities for diversity of our population by creating
housing in places where housing/buildings already exist and are underused.


Charlotte Hajer, Senior Director, Community Mental Health Hub
I'm lucky. I'm a nonprofit executive, and I’m the highest-paid employee at my organization.
My husband makes a similar wage. But, we are renters. We can't afford to buy a house in
Sonoma. Neither of us has family wealth, we continue to pay off student debt, and we have
childcare costs. If our rent goes up, I'm not sure where we'll go, or whether we’ll be able to
stay in Sonoma Valley.


If my family can't afford a house, then many other families in Sonoma must be worse off. All
of us are stuck in uncertainty, unsure whether we’ll be able to stay here, unsure of whether
we can raise our family here, and unsure of whether we can continue to serve this
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community. But the thing is, we are your teachers, your healthcare workers, your
firefighters, your police officers, and even your community leaders. If we can't afford to stay
here, that means a big loss for Sonoma.


To create stability for families like mine, we need to establish stronger protections for
tenants, including rent control. And we need to lower the purchase price of housing, so that
families like mine can enter the market and put down real roots here. Let’s increase our local
housing stock by reducing second homeownership and curbing vacation rentals, so that
more of our existing housing becomes available to the local families who contribute to
Sonoma’s economy, culture, and well-being.


Diego, student at Sonoma Valley High School, Teen Services member
[We need] more lower-income houses, less larger houses being occupied by individuals
instead of families, less vacation homes where locals don't live. People growing up here can't
afford to stay. Protect people from getting moved out and being unable to be somewhere
after it's renovated.


Staff and Board of Sonoma Community Center
For our local nonprofits, it’s getting harder and harder to hire talented staff because the cost
of living in Sonoma is prohibitive.


Nonprofits operate on lean margins. Here at the Sonoma Community Center we've
committed to paying our staff as much as we can, but even a competitive salary in the
nonprofit sector isn't nearly enough to match the cost of living here in Sonoma. We have
trouble attracting talent for our open positions, and continually face the possibility of losing
the wonderful staff we already have, because they are increasingly priced out of decent
housing within a reasonable distance from work.


The nonprofit sector provides essential and vital services to the Sonoma Community. We
are your healthcare, your education, your social services, your parks, your extracurricular
activities, your culture, your wellbeing, your gathering places. We are your key to creating
a diverse and equitable community where everyone has an opportunity to thrive. But if we
can't offer our staff the decent living they deserve and need, we can't continue to operate.
And we can’t provide our staff with that stability on our own. We need support from the
community – and one of the most crucial things we need is more affordable housing now.
We need tenant protection, including rent control. We need increased housing stock within
a reasonable distance of work, schools, and services. Additionally, we need to lower the
threshold to (and cost of) homeownership through innovative and alternative programs like
rent-to-own agreements or policies that encourage more modular housing, so that working
families have a real chance at putting down roots here in the Valley.
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Hunter, 10th grade student at Sonoma Valley High School, Teen Services member
Considering how many low-paying jobs support Sonoma being a tourist destination, the
lack of housing that people in those jobs can afford is going to slowly cripple this
community.


Reverend Dr. Curran Reichart, First Congregational Church, SVC Council Member
I am the pastor at the First Congregational Church in Sonoma. In 2017, a number of my
parishioners lost their homes. Long-time Sonoma Valley residents had to ask neighbors or
friends for places they could live for an indeterminant amount of time until their houses
could be rebuilt. One of those families eventually was able to buy a house. The house they
bought has no internal heating. It had plumbing that didn't work. It had repairs that needed
to be made for over 30 years. This was the only house they could afford. They'd lived in
Sonoma for 45 years.
After the Tubbs Fire, housing became more difficult to find for everyone. Our Preschool
Director approached me yesterday with tears in her eyes, to tell me that she needed to close
a classroom. Not because she didn't have students to enroll, but because she couldn’t attract a
teacher to live in Sonoma at work for what the school could afford to pay her. There are
children in our Valley who need school support. We can't afford teachers for the children in
need.


Omar Paz, Lifelong Boyes Hot Springs Resident, SVHS Class of 2011
As a lifelong resident of Sonoma Valley (having lived in Boyes Hot Springs, Glen Ellen, the
City of Sonoma, and Kenwood) the time for serious investment in affordability, retention of
local community, and bold leadership for a housing blueprint that promotes equity for the
workers and families that are the backbone of the community and local economy is long
overdue. Please consider the hard work and countless hours invested in the broadly
supported recommendations such as those brought to you by the Sonoma Valley
Collaborative. Inaction has only led to stagnation and further delayed the community
investment owed to both City and Unincorporated residents. We need only look towards
the type of work and collaboration accomplished during the fires and other natural disasters
of the last 5 years to know that we can come together now WITHOUT crisis at our
doorstep...and the economic and less visible crisis has been around for quite some time.


Staff contact: Kim Jones, kim@sonomavalleycollaborative.org, 707.933.7747.
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Dear Permit Sonoma staff and consultants to the Housing Element,

Sonoma Valley Collaborative is a forum of community leaders from a wide range of sectors
across Sonoma Valley, finding solutions and taking action to address our community’s
biggest challenges.

There are many good proposed actions in the Draft, but as a whole it is not strong enough
or innovative enough to respond to the crushing housing affordability crisis we face
in Sonoma County. We need a Housing Element that courageously tackles the evidence of
this crisis: Permit Sonoma’s own public engagement, the census, the Portrait of Sonoma
County, the cascading closures of local businesses, and the heart-breaking housing struggles
related by residents.

All the housing stories in the Draft that are in green boxes were collected
with permission by Sonoma Valley Collaborative from people who live or
work in Sonoma Valley. Attached to this letter are more quotes from people
who need Sonoma County’s housing situation to change.

Facing the demographic evidence of Sonoma County losing so many of the people who
make our County thrive, it’s clear we need a Housing Element that forcefully changes our
course. The Draft is not there yet. HCD also asks the County to “go beyond status quo.”

Most importantly, the Draft omits an entire category of proven housing policies that help
keep renters in their homes. We agree with Table 2 in the Draft, that “Displacement of
residents due to economic pressures” is the highest priority factor that contributes to Sonoma
County’s fair housing issues. But Program 5, supposedly designed to prevent displacement,
is inadequate. Its emphasis on housing production is misguided. Sonoma County can’t rely
solely on housing production, on meeting the RHNA, to stop our hemorrhaging losses of
workers, families, seniors, and so many others. During public outreach, every single focus
group indicated that the “high cost of housing” was a top concern. (Appendices, pp. 6-12)

Comment on the
County of Sonoma

draft 6th Cycle Housing Element
July 12, 2023
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We must protect people from losing their existing affordable homes, after which many leave
the County.

Program 5: Displacement Avoidance

Sonoma Valley Collaborative asks that these policies be added to Program 5 or elsewhere:
● rent stabilization (not rent control or a rent cap), which limits rent increases to a

percentage of inflation
● just-cause eviction policy, which protects tenants from being evicted unless there’s a

specific justification, such as nonpayment of rent.
● a rental registry, so that Sonoma County can track affordability, displacement,

habitability, evictions, and other trends
Rent stabilization and/or just-cause protections exist in over 30 California cities and counties
and have a track record of success.

Program 8: Protect Residential Lands and Units

Our members want faster, more vigorous action to reduce the number of vacation rentals
and empty homes. Having over 10% of homes be unavailable to residents is not acceptable.
We ask that the timeline in 8b for presenting policy options to the Board be accelerated to
the end of 2024, not 2025.

Program 3: Protections for Mobile Home Parks

Mobile homes are a major source of unsubsidized affordable housing in Sonoma Valley and
county-wide. On July 11, the Board of Supervisors directed staff to prepare for a Board item
to amend the MHRSO on August 15, 2023. We ask that Action 3a be changed from
“Continue to implement” the existing ordinance (which allows an annual space rent increase
of 100% of the change in the Bay Area CPI, or 6%, whichever is less) to “Amend the
Mobilehome Rent Stabilization Ordinance to limit space rent increases to no more than 4%,
or 70% of the change in CPI (whichever is less).” The timeline for adopting the amendment
should be mid-2024.

Program 15: Review and Update Zoning Code and General Plan

We ask that you add an ordinance to Program 15 creating a senior housing overlay district
that would prevent designated senior mobile home parks from being converted to all-ages
parks. This will protect affordable housing options for seniors in the County and stop
erosion of affordability of the existing senior parks. Many jurisdictions have senior housing
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overlay districts, including Yucaipa, San Juan Capistrano, Huntington Beach, Ventura
County, City of Ventura, and Santa Barbara.

Sincerely,
The members of Sonoma Valley Collaborative

Boys & Girls Club Of Sonoma Valley/Teen Sonoma Valley Chamber of Commerce
Services Sonoma Sonoma Valley Community Health Center
Disability Services & Legal Center Sonoma Valley Golden State
F.I.S.H. Sonoma Valley Manufactured-Home Owners League
Impact100 Sonoma Sonoma Valley Hospital
Hanna Center Sonoma Valley Housing Group
Homeless Action Sonoma Sonoma Valley Mentoring Alliance
La Luz Center Sonoma Valley Vintners and Growers
Midstate Construction Alliance

Morton’s Hot Springs Sonoma Valley Visitors Bureau

Sonoma Community Center Transition Sonoma Valley

Sonoma Ecology Center Valley Bar + Bottle

Sonoma Overnight Support Vintage House Sonoma

Sonoma Valley Education Foundation Winery Sixteen 600

Staff contact: Caitlin Cornwall, Sonoma Valley Collaborative Director.
caitlin@sonomavalleycollaborative.org, 707-322-1400
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Personal testimony on housing issues
and the draft Sonoma County Housing

Element
July 12, 2023

These are personal statements about housing and housing policy collected by Sonoma Valley
Collaborative from:

● Participants in the Parents LEAD (Leadership, Equity, Advocacy, Diversity) program
at La Luz Center (translation by Nidia Figueroa)

● Teen Services members
● Sonoma Valley Collaborative Council members

We provide these statements to support pro-housing policies and tenant protections. Video
of statements can be found at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rfyg-jx-ezE&t=3s.

Carmen Sanchez, Springs Resident, LEADS participant
“Mi amiga es Monica, ella tiene 3 hijos, su esposo tuvo un accidente y esta en casa. Ella es la
unica en casa que trabaja y no puede más con la renta y los gastos. Ellos se cambiaran de
Estado para poder ayudarse. Como padre de familia tener la segurid de que mis hijos tengan
donde dormir y vivir tranquilamente es importante.Es un problema porque costo de la renta
es mas alto y el saldo laboral es reducido habra mucha gente (familias) sin hogar. Necisitamos
Disminuir el costo de las rentas al igual que los requisitos. Tener una vivienda mas arreglada”
"My friend Monica has 3 children. Her husband had an accident and is home. She is the only one at
home who works and can no longer afford rent and expenses In Sonoma. Because of this, they are
leaving the state so they can afford to live. As a parent, having the assurance that my children have a
place to sleep and live calmly is important. If the cost of rent is increasing and salaries are decreasing,
many people (families) will be without a home. We need to lower the cost of rent and lessen the
requirements. We need to have more regulated housing."

Erandy Bravo, Springs Resident, LEADS participant
“Mi vecina busco casa para 5 o 6 personas y encontro una casa con 4 cuartas en $3,500, y
una que vio antes de 2 cuertos costaba lo mismo, existe un estandar en tarifa de rentas o
porque es esta diferencia tan ilogica. El benefecio de vivienda estabilidad economica,
emocional, de salud integracion grupal, familiar y social. Es un problema más amblio por
que no tiene una estabilidad las rentas y se abusa de la economia de las personas que lo
habitan. Mi llamada de Acción es estandarizar renta, conocer relgas, implementar consejos.”
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"My neighbor looked for a house for 5 or 6 people and found a house with 4 rooms for $3,500, and
one she saw before with 2 rooms cost the same, is there a standard rental rate or why is this difference
so illogical? [The housing benefit of ] Economic, emotional, health stability, group, family and social
integration. [It is a broader problem] Because the income does not have stability and the economy of
the people who inhabit it is abused. [My call to Action] is to standardize rent, know the rules,
implement advice."

Lidia Figueroa, Springs Resident, LEADS participant
“La vivienda es un obstáculo hoy en día porque se enfrenta personas a el mas alto costo e
injusticias en los incrementos y desalojos. Tener vivienda asequible es tener estabilidad
familiar y seguridad financiera. Necisitamos sequir ayudando haciendo llegar la informactión
sobre el problema de vivienda y dar el seguimiento para el beneficio en general.”
"Housing is an obstacle today because people are facing the highest cost and injustices in rent
increases and evictions. To have affordable housing is to have family stability and financial security.
We need to continue to help by getting the word out about the housing problem and follow up for the
benefit of all."

Maria Perez, Springs Resident, LEADS participant
“Mi casa no cuenta con un buan sistema de calefaccion, en esta momento literalmenete es un
refrigorador, las puartas y ventanas estan descuadrados por lo tento hay fuga de calor, los
cristales de las ventanas sus vidrios son delgados, el incremento en consumo de luz es muy
grande. El beneficio de vivienda asequible tranquilidad de no tener gue trabjarar por tiempos
mucho mayoros para podor cubrio las necesidados. La solucion es conociminento de los
derechos y obligaciones.” "My house does not have a good heating system. At this moment it is
literally a refrigerator, the doors and windows don't work, so there is heat leakage, the window panes
are thin, the increase in electricity consumption is very large. The benefit of affordable housing is
peace of mind, not having to work for much longer periods of time to be able to cover our needs. The
solution is knowing our rights and obligations."

Esme, 10th Grade Student at Sonoma Valley High School, Teen Services member
Living in a household of 6 in a small trailer home, an obstacle that my family and I feel is the
limited space we deal with, the high prices, and poor house condition. Something I value
about housing is privacy that each of my family members don't have. We all live in a
crowded environment where we need to pile up in a few rooms. The high cost of rent and
bills causes struggle to afford basic daily-life necessities. My daily-life obstacles are a broader
problem, because if I don't have privacy, that limits my ability to study and have a place to
do my school work without interruptions. Many of my school peers can relate to my
struggle. The high cost will cause people to move out of Sonoma to a more affordable place.
This will cause the school population and community population to decrease in a town that
should be our home. There needs to be a vital change to occur in our community. Instead of
having people escape and seek out different places to call a home, you need to help families
and people stay and receive the resources they need for living an enjoyable lifestyle.
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Litzy, 12th grade student at Sonoma Valley High School, Teen Services member
I don’t think decision makers understand how not having a stable home can mess with a
young person’s mental health and well-being.

Jay, 11th grade student at Sonoma Valley High School, Teen Services member
I live in a one bedroom apartment that can't hold a family of five. Our rent has gone up, and
it is far from school. I am always late. Housing can bring more families, make a diverse and
connected community, provide privacy, and can be comfortable, letting you sleep well. It is
crowded everywhere, with big families trying to live in small spaces. It's a broader problem,
because it can also cause the population to decrease, with less students, teachers and families.
Make housing affordable for families with low income!

Vinnie, 10th grade student at Sonoma Valley High School, Teen Services member
My math teacher, a person who most people at the high school know, is struggling to afford
to live in Sonoma. One time in class me and my friends were discussing why we don't really
like Sonoma. We looked up the average mortgage for a house in Sonoma County and
looked up the average paycheck for a teacher in Sonoma County: the average mortgage was
about $2,700 while the paycheck came to around $2,500. We brought this up to the teacher,
and she says the only reason she can afford her home is because her dad was in the military.
Stability is important with housing. We can't have our teachers moving every couple years
because they can't afford housing. This affects teachers and civilians. It can make civilians
want to leave Sonoma County. We need the municipal and County government to build
and make plans for more affordable housing in the Springs, unincorporated and city areas.

Joel, 11th grade student at Sonoma Valley High School, Teen Services member
Glen Ellen is a pretty expensive place and some people have to work all the time to afford it.
Rent also gets more expensive and sometimes there are multiple families in apartments so it
is a struggle to pay for other things like gas and food. It is also difficult to save up for things
and have spare time. Being able to afford housing is extremely important for caring for a
family when relying on one source of income. This affects more people in Sonoma County
due to how expensive it is and how jobs pay little. This is a horrible act of injustice since
there are so many single family homes and people resist affordable housing, so the policy
makers should listen to all the people in need and make changes.

Satya, student at Sonoma Valley High School, Teen Services member
My aunt lives in a comfortable two bedroom condo downtown. This is well located and
good for one person, but very costly. My cousin has access to walking to school, nice
restaurants and near the central location of our community's events. In comparison, I live in
a low income trailer park in a three bedroom home. I have a much tougher time getting
around to work and places I'm expected to be as a student.

John Hennelly, Sonoma Valley Hospital, CEO
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At the hospital, it’s becoming more and more evident that the lack of affordability is
affecting us. Ten years ago, 40% of our employees lived in Sonoma Valley, now it’s about
30%. That has significant impacts to staff availability, commuting costs, and community
engagement.

Cris, 10th Grade student at Sonoma Valley High School, Teen Services member
I struggle with housing as I am in a family of four in a one bedroom apartment. My parents
do what they can to stay in Sonoma without going bankrupt—that is what we don't want.
They have to take care of two kids and pay bills and rent. It's very expensive in Sonoma and
in the future it might result in leaving Sonoma. The thing about housing is that it gives you
a place to stay at night. Having it is the way we live and needs to lower in price, and lower
income housing needs to be built.

Lauren Feldman, Valley Bar + Bottle Owner, SVC Council Member
My name is Lauren Feldman and I am a small business owner in the City of Sonoma. I own
a restaurant called Valley on the Sonoma plaza. I love our community, care passionately
about the environment, and am incredibly frustrated by the housing crisis in our small town.
As a business owner and life-long local, I have to believe that there is a place where all three
of these values can intersect. In trying to staff my restaurant, I became increasingly frustrated
by the number of single-family homes and “vacation condos” that sit empty the majority of
the year. These are homes that could be rented by my staff members or lived in full-time by
fully engaged members of our community, and potential guests in my restaurant. I believe
that, while we do need more affordable housing within the city limits, there are a number of
large properties where additional dwelling units could easily be built while still preserving
the existing neighborhoods that we know and love, but also increasing some new density
building up JUST ONE LEVEL, close to downtown where potential staff wouldn't have as
much need for transportation – better for the environment as well. We need to ease
approvals and reduce costs for people willing to build additional units on their own land and
we need to reduce the number of whole-house vacation rentals and second/empty homes.
We need to create access and opportunities for diversity of our population by creating
housing in places where housing/buildings already exist and are underused.

Charlotte Hajer, Senior Director, Community Mental Health Hub
I'm lucky. I'm a nonprofit executive, and I’m the highest-paid employee at my organization.
My husband makes a similar wage. But, we are renters. We can't afford to buy a house in
Sonoma. Neither of us has family wealth, we continue to pay off student debt, and we have
childcare costs. If our rent goes up, I'm not sure where we'll go, or whether we’ll be able to
stay in Sonoma Valley.

If my family can't afford a house, then many other families in Sonoma must be worse off. All
of us are stuck in uncertainty, unsure whether we’ll be able to stay here, unsure of whether
we can raise our family here, and unsure of whether we can continue to serve this
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community. But the thing is, we are your teachers, your healthcare workers, your
firefighters, your police officers, and even your community leaders. If we can't afford to stay
here, that means a big loss for Sonoma.

To create stability for families like mine, we need to establish stronger protections for
tenants, including rent control. And we need to lower the purchase price of housing, so that
families like mine can enter the market and put down real roots here. Let’s increase our local
housing stock by reducing second homeownership and curbing vacation rentals, so that
more of our existing housing becomes available to the local families who contribute to
Sonoma’s economy, culture, and well-being.

Diego, student at Sonoma Valley High School, Teen Services member
[We need] more lower-income houses, less larger houses being occupied by individuals
instead of families, less vacation homes where locals don't live. People growing up here can't
afford to stay. Protect people from getting moved out and being unable to be somewhere
after it's renovated.

Staff and Board of Sonoma Community Center
For our local nonprofits, it’s getting harder and harder to hire talented staff because the cost
of living in Sonoma is prohibitive.

Nonprofits operate on lean margins. Here at the Sonoma Community Center we've
committed to paying our staff as much as we can, but even a competitive salary in the
nonprofit sector isn't nearly enough to match the cost of living here in Sonoma. We have
trouble attracting talent for our open positions, and continually face the possibility of losing
the wonderful staff we already have, because they are increasingly priced out of decent
housing within a reasonable distance from work.

The nonprofit sector provides essential and vital services to the Sonoma Community. We
are your healthcare, your education, your social services, your parks, your extracurricular
activities, your culture, your wellbeing, your gathering places. We are your key to creating
a diverse and equitable community where everyone has an opportunity to thrive. But if we
can't offer our staff the decent living they deserve and need, we can't continue to operate.
And we can’t provide our staff with that stability on our own. We need support from the
community – and one of the most crucial things we need is more affordable housing now.
We need tenant protection, including rent control. We need increased housing stock within
a reasonable distance of work, schools, and services. Additionally, we need to lower the
threshold to (and cost of) homeownership through innovative and alternative programs like
rent-to-own agreements or policies that encourage more modular housing, so that working
families have a real chance at putting down roots here in the Valley.
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Hunter, 10th grade student at Sonoma Valley High School, Teen Services member
Considering how many low-paying jobs support Sonoma being a tourist destination, the
lack of housing that people in those jobs can afford is going to slowly cripple this
community.

Reverend Dr. Curran Reichart, First Congregational Church, SVC Council Member
I am the pastor at the First Congregational Church in Sonoma. In 2017, a number of my
parishioners lost their homes. Long-time Sonoma Valley residents had to ask neighbors or
friends for places they could live for an indeterminant amount of time until their houses
could be rebuilt. One of those families eventually was able to buy a house. The house they
bought has no internal heating. It had plumbing that didn't work. It had repairs that needed
to be made for over 30 years. This was the only house they could afford. They'd lived in
Sonoma for 45 years.
After the Tubbs Fire, housing became more difficult to find for everyone. Our Preschool
Director approached me yesterday with tears in her eyes, to tell me that she needed to close
a classroom. Not because she didn't have students to enroll, but because she couldn’t attract a
teacher to live in Sonoma at work for what the school could afford to pay her. There are
children in our Valley who need school support. We can't afford teachers for the children in
need.

Omar Paz, Lifelong Boyes Hot Springs Resident, SVHS Class of 2011
As a lifelong resident of Sonoma Valley (having lived in Boyes Hot Springs, Glen Ellen, the
City of Sonoma, and Kenwood) the time for serious investment in affordability, retention of
local community, and bold leadership for a housing blueprint that promotes equity for the
workers and families that are the backbone of the community and local economy is long
overdue. Please consider the hard work and countless hours invested in the broadly
supported recommendations such as those brought to you by the Sonoma Valley
Collaborative. Inaction has only led to stagnation and further delayed the community
investment owed to both City and Unincorporated residents. We need only look towards
the type of work and collaboration accomplished during the fires and other natural disasters
of the last 5 years to know that we can come together now WITHOUT crisis at our
doorstep...and the economic and less visible crisis has been around for quite some time.

Staff contact: Kim Jones, kim@sonomavalleycollaborative.org, 707.933.7747.
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From: Claudia Lewis
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Public Comment July 13 Hearing, Agenda Item 1
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 2:46:30 PM

EXTERNAL

I am a 20 year resident of Carriger Road in Sonoma and a member of the
neighborhood group Preserve Carriger. I am writing to voice my concerns and
register my opposition to the following components of the Housing Element
Update package:

1. Adoption of the Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle
(2023-2031) and repeal of existing 2014 Housing Element (General Plan
Amendment)

2. Amendments to the General Plan land use designations on up to 43
parcels (Amendments to General Plan Land Use Map)

3. Amendments to zoning on up to 55 sites to allow increased residential
development

4. Amendments to text of Sonoma County Code Chapter 26 (Zoning Code)
making limited technical corrections needed at adoption of the 6th Cycle
Housing Element

In particular, I object to the inclusion of the Hanna parcel in the Housing
Element because that issue was never properly presented to the public and
has not been fully vetted.  Specifically:

In Paragraph 2.6.3, the Housing Element Update Draft EIR mentions 79
sites in Sonoma County that would satisfy the state imposed RHNA. 
Four of the 79 sites in the Housing Element Update Draft EIR are in the
area called Agua Caliente.  None of the four are the Hanna site.  I have
been unable to identify any mention of the Hanna site or project in the
Draft EIR.
The Housing Element Review Draft (December 2022) also does not
mention the Hanna site or project and states that Area 9 (Sonoma Valley)
has a total Realistic Unit Capacity of 280 units.
It is completely unfair to place the majority of the RHNA burden on
Sonoma Valley, forever altering life for residents there.  Hanna
represents 668 of the 1,253 or 52.9% of the County "Pipeline."  Sonoma
Valley Projects including Hanna represent 868 or 68.7% of the Pipeline. 
While this might be the most expedient resolution for the Planning
Commission and the Board of Supervisors, it is unfair to the residents of
the entire County.

Sonoma Valley has insufficient infrastructure, jobs and services to
accommodate the many thousands of residents contemplated in the current
Housing Element.  Neither the existing residents – nor the potential additional
residents – will be served by the Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element
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Cycle.  Nearly all of those new residents will have to drive long distances to get
to their jobs and services.

In addition, the overwhelming majority of the roads in Sonoma Valley are two-
lane roads, presenting significant evacuation concerns. The Hanna site is
literally across the street from Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, making
evacuations even more difficult and dangerous.  Seniors are the highest risk-
group during fire evacuation, yet the Hanna site is being considered for a
senior living facility.

There is extremely limited public transportation to the Hanna site.

Adoption of the proposed Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle
at this time is premature, at best.  The Planning Commission owes a duty to
the residents of Sonoma County to consider this issue further before making
any recommendations to the Board of Supervisors.

Thank you for your careful consideration of this matter.

Claudia Lewis
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From: Ken MacNab <ken@kmacadvising.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 6:18 PM
To: eric.gage@sonona-county.org
Cc: Scott Orr <Scott.Orr@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Housing Element Question
Importance: High

EXTERNAL

Hi Eric-

My name is Ken MacNab and I am a consultant working with the owner of
property at 6705 Petaluma Hill Road in the Penngrove area.  I have a question
about the updated draft Housing Element documents going to the Planning
Commission tomorrow (Thursday).  In reviewing the documents, I noted that
6705 Petaluma Hill Road is listed in Table 15 of the Housing Element
Appendices document (Planned, Approved and Pending development projects)
- showing a total of 113 units for the site.  On Table 11 in the Housing Element
document (Adequate Sites), Planned and Approved units are also listed, but the
totals differ slightly from the totals of Table 15.  Two questions for you:

1. Are the units quantified for in the Adequate Sites table (Table 11) the same
units quantified in Table 15 in the Appendices?

2. If the answer to No. 1 above is yes, would it be correct to interpret Table 11
as showing that Planned and Approved units are being counted towards
satisfying the County’s RHNA obligation?

If you could let me know the answers to these questions before the Planning



Commission meeting tomorrow I would greatly appreciate it.

Respectfully-

Ken
 
Ken MacNab | KMac Advising, LLC
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From: D. Seppa
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Penngrove FEIR
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 4:05:30 PM

EXTERNAL

PRMD/Planning Commission

1. The Final Housing Element and Final Environmental Impact Report were not timely
received in order to digest the breadth and impact of information and responses to comments
by the document developers.

2. On cursory review, Information related to the Penngrove Sewer capacity appears to be
dramatically at odds with my (and many others) current understanding particularly in regards
to published documents which have long indicated (since 2002) that the current system is at or
very near full capacity.

Adding 217 additional units times 2.655 residents per unit pushes the current system well into
the danger zone. The results of this type of possibly overzealous or misinformed information
leads to personal and/or environmental disasters.

Kindly delay or disapprove any multi unit development in Penngrove until the public can
digest and give feedback to the FHE and FEIR reports.

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
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From: Davida Brookfield
To: PlanningAgency
Cc: Lynda Hopkins; PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Planning Commission to Consider Sonoma County Housing Element 7/13/23 (COMMENT) EIR FOR-4
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 5:29:34 PM

EXTERNAL

Corey and Davida Brookfield
6000 Travis Road
Forestville, Ca 95436
EIR  FOR-4 comments

Hello!
Our property is located at 6000 Travis Road, it shares the eastern border of 6325 Van Keppel
Rd, referred to in the EIR
impact report as zone FOR-4 and is the general topic of this email.

We have lived next door to this property for 61 years.  FOR-4 6325 Van Keppel is the top
one-third portion of two former properties, one 6 acres and the other approx. 4 acres.
The bottom two thirds of those sites were sold to the Forestville Elementary School and later
became the soccer field and Multipurpose building and student drop off area.  Before the
soccer field was developed in the 70's there was a creek that ran from Van Keppel Road area
through the school, below the Electro Vector property and then under a wooden bridge.  This
area is now the bus and student drop off.  This creek now flows to a large underground tile
which then runs under Sonoma-Cutrer's vineyard property and then to the Hwy 116 under
crossing. 

I/we bring this to your attention because this creek and the associated 6325 Property (FOR-4)
have historically been a wildlife corridor.  It has allowed a wildlife path from Anderson Road,
Orchard Lane, Van Keppel area and also from the higher areas of the old Travis Ranch (now
Sonoma-Cutrer Vineyard).

From the 6325 Van Keppel (FOR-4) property over a period of 61 years I/We have witnessed
the following animals that will be listed at the end of email; who visit; reproduce and live both
on that property, my property and many of the neighboring properties. We keep 4.5 of our 6
acres in a natural state to benefit animals, birds etc. because they have been continually pushed
out of their environment by both increased building and vineyard development.

There is a natural microclimate that exists which follows these old creeks and drainages. It
gets fog when other areas are clear and there is a noticeable 5 degree average temp in this area
crossing our property. It gets more frost and stays green longer than surrounding areas. We
feel this is why wildlife flourishes here.   There are less and less pieces of flat land left with
grasses, trees and natural vegetation.  We are very mindful of fire danger and we rotate pasture
areas that we keep mowed, allowing for nesting birds in the spring and deer to bed down as
well.  The 6325 property owner has also been equally environmentally conscious over time. It
is a huge effort and very expensive for all of us in the area, but I/we feel it is worth the time
and physical effort.  

The 6325 (FOR-4) property, my property and others in the general area which are mostly in a
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natural state (referred to as "undeveloped" in the EIR documentation, provides an
environmental benefit, to help stem Global Warming, provide habitat  and slow the runoff
during winter storms, reduce the number of flash floods closing Hwy 116 near Packing House
Road.  These floods have steadily increased over the years due to loss of open "undeveloped"
land. The  6325 property (FOR-4) and my property border one half the Elementary School
which in my opinion is a benefit to protecting an otherwise open campus from trespassers and
random strangers.  On a few occasions we have alerted the school regarding
undesirable visitors and potential vandalism. 

Currently it is very dark in our area.  Wildlife needs the dark for their protection. Wildlife
follow's creeks overgrown areas, bramble patches and tree lines.  They don't like paved
parking areas, security lighting or traffic.

I/We are not against growth in Forestville, we just feel there is a better way to handle it other
than High Density Buildings that were designed for a completely different housing
environment.  I/we won't go into all the reasons this makes poor sense plus  I am sure other
Forestville Residents have already done so. WE encourage you all to consider the wildlife that
lives here, and the unintended effect it will evidently have on their future survival .

These are my observations garnered over the last 61 years in the hopes it aids you all to make
a sensible decision about FOR-4 and how it will also impact the local Forestville area as well.

It would break my/our hearts to see FOR-4 (6325 Van Keppel Rd) lost to high density housing
and remove one of the remaining paths for local wildlife to live, reproduce, and maintain their
presence here in the Forestville Area. We can move away if we so desire but the wildlife and
environment are in all your hands .

Below is a list of wildlife over the years for FOR-4 and other bordering properties:

It provides a home and corridor for the following:

Coyote (visit)
Bobcats (visit reproduce)
skunks (live and reproduce)
foxes (live and or reproduce)
cottontail rabbits (live and reproduce)
Deer (visit reproduce live)
possum
Racoons
wood rats
hawks
owls and other raptors like redtail hawks
red shoulder hawks 
Kites
Coopers Hawks
Geese (Visit)
Blue Heron (Visit)*
Great White egret (visit)*
Great Horned owls (hunt nightly)
ducks (visit wet years only)*



a multitude of songbirds, quail, pheasant
Insects including pollinating bees, ladybugs and beetles

*6000 Travis road recieved 45.91 inches of rain since Jan 1st 2023

Thank you for your consideration and allowing us to comment on these concerns,

Sincerely,
Corey and Davida Brookfield
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From: Elsa Frick
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: expedite septic permits for new housing with mandates for review time
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 2:07:09 PM

EXTERNAL

Septic permits are ministerial permits. Permit Sonoma’s backlog in septic permit processing is
6 months to several years to get to permit frequently with long and expensive delays during
the meticulous design review process. Changes in proposed plans, as a result of these long and
expensive delays, are often minor and inconsequential when ti comes to protecting the Waters
of the State or Environmental Health. All too frequently, staff comments are more
“discretionary” than they need to be.

Reasons for these delays in septic permit processing seem to be staffing shortages, high turn
over of staff, inexperience of staff and management in onsite sewage disposal BMPs, and the
volume of applications, to name a few.

All septic system designs for new and replacement septic systems already require preparation
by licensed professionals.

Adopt a Board Resolution or include as part of this Housing Element a mandate that a
complete septic permit application received by Permit Sonoma will be reviewed in 60 days
time or deemed approved at the end of the 60 days if no review has occurred. Such a
resolution should allow the backlog of permits to get issued, allow staff to get caught up from
years and years of inundation of permit applications, and allow applications supporting new
housing and ADU’s to move through the permit process more timely.

Consider the language in CA SB 35 for expediting low income housing applications, or State
Water Quality Control board language for WDR’s, or similar language by other jurisdictions.

Elsa Frick
Onsite Wastewater Consultant
707 304-3015
efrick.consulting@gmail.com
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From: Galina Seabrook
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Re. Notice of public hearing before the Sonoma County Planning Commission
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 3:58:07 PM

EXTERNAL

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

I am a member of the Board of Directors of the Westberry Condominium complex situated at the
crossroad of Lance Dr. and Guernville Rd., next to one of the parcels proposed for rezoning at the
Commission’s meeting on 7/13/23. Our complex consists of 160 condominiums.

I have been living here for the last 21 year.

In August 2022 there was a proposal for a new development Alta Santa Rosa, consisting of 792
apartments and single-family homes and 1,586 parking spots plus a 5,000 sq. f. commercial space.

Our community had an immediate reaction and dozens of residents expressed their concerns and
objections to such drastic changes of the area. Below are listed some of the issues our owners shared
with Conor McKay, City project manager and other City representatives at a ZOOM meeting at the time.

The same issues and objections are on our minds currently, with the latest proposal of 641 units,
including 163 lower income units.

1. Traffic congestions at the intersection of Lance Ave. and Guernville Rd.:

<!--[if !supportLists]-->- <!--[endif]-->This intersection is already jammed at peak hours as many residents
from the neighborhoods North of us, around West Steel Lane, take a shortcut to Helen Lehman school
and the direction of downtown. Bringing in another 1,300 cars does not seem feasible.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->- <!--[endif]-->Secondly, the proximity of the rail tracks (and barrier) on Guernville,
just a block to the East, at present time causes a huge backup of cars on Guernville and blocks the Lance
intersection several times a day. Left turn on Guernville becomes impossible at such times and as a
result, long lines of cars jam southbound Lance Ave. It is impossible or hard for Westberry residents to
make a left turn on Lance Ave., especially in peak hours.

-In addition, the way Lance Ave. curves at the traffic light, is a cause of higher-than-average
minor car accidents all the time. Adding over 1,300 cars to this neighborhood would put huge
strain on it.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->- <!--[endif]-->In order to preserve the safety and wellbeing of our current residents,
an access from any new development to Lance should not be permitted, or if necessary, there could be
an entrance with a barrier for fire trucks access.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2. <!--[endif]-->Public safety, evacuation at time of
emergencies

<!--[if !supportLists]-->- <!--[endif]-->At the meeting in August 2022, many residents, not only from
Westberry, but also from the surrounding areas, shared their horrific experiences in 2017, when the
inhabitants or Northcoast St. and the neighborhood were stuck in 45+ minutes in completely stopped
traffic with no access to Guernville Rd. or West Steel Lane, at the time the Tubbs Fire was raging literary
4 blocks north. Adding close to 650 more duallings will only exasperate the issue.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->- <!--[endif]-->

<!--[if !supportLists]-->3. <!--[endif]-->Air and noise pollution:

- pollution from exhaust of 1,300 cars additional cars
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- additional traffic - garbage trucks, UPS trucks, Amazon and other deliveries

- noise from swimming pools if applicable and close to Lance

- a noise protection barrier / wall along Lance should be included in any future project
- trash, additional trash collection vehicles – particularly noisy, usually run in early morning hours;
also contributing to traffic congestion

4. Water resources:
- our complex has been experiencing low water pressure in the evening hours for years; new 641
homes would put enormous strain on the local water supply.

5. Overcrowding:
- The area in question is already populated with a number of densely built apartment complexes,
particularly along Northcoast St. and Iroquois St., but also new developments West on
Guerneville Rd. Adding another close to 650 densely built units would create further
overcrowding and reduce the quality of life of the current population.

6. Fairness/ discrimination:
The area in question is currently populated predominantly by middle- and lower-income
inhabitants. The propose re-zoning states 163 units out of 641 to be lower income, equal to
25.43%.
In the above paragraph 4a of the City’s document, there is a proposal for 1,557 units, out of
which only 68 are slated as lower income. This is only 4.4 %.
How is this possible?!
It seems that there is a tendency to pack densely some city areas with lower income inhabitants,
while wealthy neighborhoods enjoy high quality of life.

7. Future retail spaces:

– the area already has plenty of shopping/ retail amenities in close proximity;
* West - one block to Marlow Shopping Center with Safeway, restaurants, coffee shops
and a hair salons;

* North - one block to a convenience store, a hair salon
* East - 2 blocks, less than 10 min walk to Coddingtown with all variety of stores, Whole
Foods grocery store; 3 smaller shopping centers across from Coddingtown with
restaurants, dry cleaners, liquor store, Staples, a TJ Maxx, among others.
An addition any retail space in a future new development would add extra traffic/ cars,
delivery trucks, etc.

I’d like to stress in conclusion, that our Westberry occupants are extremely worried about the
above factors and the threat for lowering our quality of life and property, public health, and safety
and .
We hope the city planning commission will carefully review these concerns and make decisions
in the interests of our owners and current residents of the area in question.
Sincerely,
Galina Seabrook
2702, Westberry Dr., Santa Rosa, CA 95403; Cell: 707-590-5612
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From: Greg Guerrazzi
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Housing Element Comments
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 2:08:03 PM
Attachments: Guerrazzi - Winters Property Re-Zoning_7-12-23.pdf

EXTERNAL

Please confirm receipt and entrance into the record for the Planning Commission meeting of July 13,
2023.
Please enter the attached letter into the record as opposition to the inclusion of GLE 1 & 2, APN’s
054-290-057 & 084, Arnold Drive @ Carquinez Ave, Glen Ellen.
With the approved development at SDC, the increased traffic by allowing high density housing on
the subject parcels is no longer feasible. The EIR conducted for the re-zoning is critically flawed.
Best Regards,
Greg Guerrazzi
(707) 935-1111
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Greg Guerrazzi 


13480 Mound Avenue 


P.O. Box 939 


Glen Ellen, CA 95442 


(707) 935-1111 
gregguerrazzi@vom.com 


 


July 12, 2023 


 


HousingSites@sonoma-county.org 


Nina.Bellucci@sonoma-county.org 


Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org 


 


 


Re:   Arnold Drive & Carquinez Avenue, Glen Ellen 


 APN 054-290 057 & 084 


 Draft EIR for Housing Re-Zoning – GLE 1 & 2 


 
ENTER THIS LETTER INTO THE PUBLIC RECORD FOR THE RE-ZONING DRAFT EIR 


 


Dear Sonoma County Planning Commission & Board of Supervisors: 


 


I am a 28 year resident of Glen Ellen and reside on Mound Avenue, which is accessed from 


Carquinez Avenue and Arnold Drive.  Greg is a native of Sonoma County. 


 


I support the effort to re-zone appropriate properties for housing in Sonoma County; however I 


strongly oppose the re-zoning of the above referenced parcels for dense housing.  Traffic, lack of 


infrastructure, access to public transportation and non-conformance with the zoning code are our 


main concerns. 


 


Below is a listing of points that are not adequately addressed in the EIR for the re-zoning of GLE 


1 & 2. 


 


1) The impacts on the residents and the community of Glen Ellen by the re-zoning to 


Workforce Housing (WH) cannot be mitigated as stated in the EIR. 


2) Allowance of up to 22 units with additions allowed for affordable housing density and 


ADU’s would destroy the character of the historic rural village of Glen Ellen and is not 


consistent with the General Plan or Glen Ellen Design Guidelines. 


3) The re-zoning to WH is not appropriate for this site in the rural village of Glen Ellen. 


4) Glen Ellen is a historic, rural village and the subject properties are not an appropriate 


location for dense housing. 


5) Development of the Sonoma Developmental Center is forthcoming and will include a 


strong housing element, which is the obvious location for dense housing in the subject 


area.   


6) Allowing “by right” development on these parcels, which would bypass the normal 


discretionary land use and EIR process, leaves the Glen Ellen community with no voice 
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or input on the impact of the future, unknown, housing development.  This could be 


considered a “taking” of the community’s right to have input on the development and its 


impact on the community. 


7) Allowing “by right” development of up to 22 units on these properties is completely 


inappropriate for this location due to the significant impact on traffic, infrastructure and 


the Glen Ellen community.  


8) Significant and unavoidable impacts were identified in the EIR for cultural resources, 


traffic, removal of heritage redwood trees and wildfire risk.  These impacts will greatly 


harm the community of Glen Ellen. 


9) WH zoning is inappropriate for this location as Glen Ellen is not within an urban growth 


boundary, doesn’t have the services or transit to support dense residential growth, and 


isn’t an employment center. 


10) The increased density and application of the WH Zone District on the subject parcels 


would be in conflict with General Plan policies applicable to Glen Ellen and the Glen 


Ellen Development and Design Guidelines and would be out of scale with Glen Ellen’s 


small village character. The Draft EIR fails to address this impact. 


11) Infill properties and locations on the Hwy 101 corridor are the appropriate locations for 


WH housing, not the rural, historic village of Glen Ellen, which has limited access to 


public transportation and other infrastructure necessary to support dense housing.  


12) The impact of traffic generated by 22 units at the intersection of Carquinez Avenue and 


Arnold Drive is insurmountable and unacceptable due to the limited line of sight at this 


intersection (1 of 4 Arnold Drive crosswalks in the village of Glen Ellen), which is 


located directly in front of the subject properties, and the Arnold Drive/Warm Springs 


Road intersection, which is only 125’ to the north.  These issues are not adequately 


addressed in the EIR. 


13) Arnold Drive is already a heavily travelled road and it is the only access in and out of the 


village of Glen Ellen.  Adding a significant traffic load to the heart of the village is 


dangerous and unacceptable.  Especially during evacuations, which we have experienced 


several times in recent years. This issue is not adequately addressed in the EIR 


14) The property located at 13647 Arnold Drive, directly across Carquinez Avenue from the 


subject properties, has recently been redeveloped and now has 8 residential units and 2 


ADU’s planned, which will increase traffic on Carquinez Avenue and Arnold Drive.  


This issue is not adequately addressed in the EIR. 


15) The property located at 939 Carquinez Avenue is for sale, is zoned commercial and may 


also be re-developed for housing, which would add to traffic on Carquinez Avenue and 


Arnold Drive. 


16) The property located at the southwest corner of Arnold Drive and Warm Springs road is 


zoned mixed use and will be developed, which will add traffic to Arnold Drive. 


17) The Elnoka development near Oakmont will also add traffic to Hwy 12. 


18) Approval of WH for the subject properties will set a precedent for development of the 


properties identified in items 12, 13 & 14, which will further development and destroy 


the character of the rural historic village of Glen Ellen. 







19) The Sonoma Developmental Center will be re-developed with mixed uses including a 


dense housing element (mandated by the State), which will add traffic to Arnold Drive.  


This issue is not addressed in the EIR 


20) Rezoning of the subject properties to WH is inconsistent with the definition of WH, the 


General Plan, the Area or Specific Plans and the Scenic Resources Zone, all of which are 


applicable to the village of Glen Ellen and the subject properties. This inconsistency is 


not addressed in the Draft EIR. 


Below is an analysis of sections of the EIR and issues raised that cannot be adequately mitigated 


and justify removal of GLE 1 & 2 from the re-zoning effort.  The fact that there are significant 


impacts supports removal of GLE 1 & 2 from the re-zoning. 


Aesthetics 


Aesthetics, page 4.1-59, Impact AES-3: “INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS IMPLEMENTED ON 


POTENTIAL SITES HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO ADVERSELY AFFECT PUBLIC VIEWS 


AND COMMUNITY AESTHETIC CHARACTER. IN URBANIZED AREAS, THE PROJECT 


WOULD CONFLICT WITH REGULATIONS THAT GOVERN DEVELOPMENT DESIGN 


STANDARDS. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION 


MEASURES INCORPORATED.”  The mitigation measures listed in the Draft EIR are not 


realistic and cannot reduce impacts to a level that is less than significant. Mitigation measure 


AES-1, Project Design Constraints, and AES-2, Structure Envelope Constraints, are not possible 


due to the size and configuration of GLE 1 & 2. The subject property would have to be entirely 


scraped, including removal of large trees, including redwoods, which will result in a new 


development in the middle of the historic rural village of Glen Ellen.  It is not possible to 


develop GLE 1 & 2 as WH without greatly impacting the community aesthetic character or 


conflicting with the Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines. The mass, scale, and 


building coverage of the WH re-zoning development of GLE 1 & 2 cannot be mitigated. 


Transportation Section 


TRA-2 does not adequately address the line-of-sight hazards at the Arnold Drive & Carquinez 


Avenue intersection due to the already congested area, pedestrian crossing, bus stop, parking for 


2 restaurants, addition of housing at 13647 Arnold Drive and the nearby sharp curve. 


TRA-3 does not adequately address emergency access and evacuation due to congestion and 


limited ingress/egress from the subject properties.  We have been evacuated several times 


recently and Arnold Drive at Carquinez has been backed up with vehicles trying to exit the area. 


Section 4.16.5 Cumulative Impacts – Traffic on State Route 12 and Arnold Drive in the Glen 


Ellen area will experience a cumulative impact from the housing mandated by the State at the 


Sonoma Development Center, the Elnoka development in eastern Santa Rosa and the 


development of GLE 1 & 2.  This cumulative impact has not been adequately addressed in the 







EIR and there are no possible mitigation measures due to the limited road infrastructure in the 


subject area. 


Land Use & Planning 


GLE 1 & 2 properties do not meet the Goal LU-1 points: 


1) High quality of life in the historic rural village of Glen Ellen. 


2) Capacity of public facilities for sewer & water, which are already restricted in the 


Sonoma Valley. 


3) Very limited job opportunities in the subject area. 


GLE 1 & 2 properties do not meet the Goal LU-2 points, which states future growth should be 


within the existing 9 cities.  Sonoma Valley has limited water and sewer capacity and the 


surrounding immediate area of GLE 1 & 2 is not in the Urban Service Area. 


GLE 1 & 2 do not meet the Goal LU-3 points as the subject parcels are not considered “infill” 


within a city.   


GLE 1 & 2 do not meet Goal LU-7d points as Glen Ellen is a “very high” fire hazard area as 


proven by the 2017 and 2020 fires, which destroyed parts of Glen Ellen. 


Policy LU-20gg lists the development guidelines for GLE 1 & 2 (items 1-5), which substantiates 


GLE 1 & 2 cannot accommodate the re-zoning development. 


Policy LU-20h specifies that the re-zoning development must comply with the Glen Ellen 


Development & Design Guidelines and development of GLE 1 & 2 is not consistent with the 


Glen Ellen Development & Design Guidelines. 


Circulation & Transit Element 


GLE 1 & 2 are not compatible with any of the objectives or policies as Glen Ellen is not an urban 


area. 


CT 1.2) GLE 1 & 2 are not located on Hwy 101 or near SMART. 


CT 1.5) VMT will be increased due to limited services and jobs in Glen Ellen. 


CT 1.6) Transit system limitations and congestion on Arnold Drive. 


CT 1.7) The required number of jobs to support the re-zoning do not exist in Glen Ellen. 


CT 1.8) Encourage development in urbanized areas, which the historic rural village of Glen Ellen 


is not. 







Section 4.1.1 Setting – GLE 1 & 2 are categorized as having the maximum, high and moderate 


Site Sensitivity Criteria, which substantiates GLE 1 & 2 being dropped from the re-zoning. 


The proposed re-zoning of GLE 1 & 2 will allow development that will physically divide the 


historic rural village of Glen Ellen.  The re-zoning effort conflicts with the existing land use 


plans and the scenic designations of the subject area.  These issues cannot be mitigated and GLE 


1 & 2 should be removed from the re-zoning effort.  


Re-zoning of GLE 1 & 2 will allow development that will result in a “Dominate” visual impact. 


Section 4.1.2 Scenic Zoning – GLE 1 & 2 are located on a Scenic Corridor (Arnold Drive) and 


the re-zoning development would push more traffic onto State Route 12, which is a designated 


State Scenic Highway. 


GLE 1 & 2 are located in a Scenic Resources Combining District and re-zoning for higher 


density is not allowed in this district.   


As specified in the Draft EIR, the development allowed by the re-zoning will result in a “High 


Site Sensitivity” and a “Dominate” visual impact, which supports removal of GLE 1 & 2 from 


the re-zoning effort. 


GLE 1 & 2 are 2 of the 11 properties out of the 59 total properties being considered for re-zoning 


with High Site Sensitivity, Dominant designation and Significant impact.   


Section 4.1, page 33, describes GLE 1 & 2, zoned SR (Scenic Resource), as being in the historic 


village of Glen Ellen, on a designated scenic corridor, surrounded by Scenic Landscape Units 


and a Community Separator.  “The visual quality is high in this area….” 


These statements substantiate removal of GLE 1 & 2 from the re-zoning effort. 


Development allowed by the re-zoning of GLE 1 & 2 is not consistent with the Sonoma County 


General Plan, specifically: 


Goal OSRC-1, objectives 1.1, 1.2 & 1.4: development of WH will not preserve the identity of 


and retain the rural character of Glen Ellen, and specimen trees will be destroyed. 


Goal OSRC-2, objectives 2.1, policies 2a, 2b, 2d, 2e, 2f & 2h, development of WH will not 


retain the scenic character and Scenic Landscape designation of Glen Ellen.  Development of 


WH, as allowed, will greatly exceed the 1 unit per 10 acres. The proposed WH is not allowed in 


the Glen Ellen Design Guidelines.  The impacts of development of WH in the Scenic Landscape 


Unit and on the Scenic Corridor cannot be mitigated and the setbacks cannot be accommodated. 


Goal OSRC-3, objectives 3.1, 3.2, policies 3a, 3b & 3c: development of WH will not preserve 


the landscape; will not preserve the high visual quality and the living environment of the 


residents and tourists. Any setbacks will not mitigate these issues.  







Goal OSRC-5; development of WH will not retain and enhance the unique character of Glen 


Ellen. 


Goal OSRC-6; development of WH will not preserve the unique and rural character of Glen 


Ellen.  There are no mitigation measures that can preserve the character of Glen Ellen. 


Goal LU-3, policy LU-3e,  policy LU-20hh; Glen Ellen is unincorporated and the development 


of the subject parcels does not qualify as “infill” and the Community Separator must be 


preserved. Development of WH will not preserve the “rural village” of Glen Ellen and the 


development is not consistent with the Glen Ellen Design Guidelines. 


Not meeting these goals and violating these policies justifies removal of GLE 1 & 2 from the re-


zoning effort. 


The setbacks required in the Scenic Corridor and Scenic Resource District cannot be met and the 


Glen Ellen Design Guidelines cannot be followed to accommodate the re-zoning development of 


GLE 1 & 2. 


Summary 


The EIR specifies that the re-zoning development of GLE 1 & 2 will result in a “High Site 


Sensitivity, Dominant and Significant Impact”.  Mitigation measures cannot address these 


critical issues and GLE 1 & 2 must be removed from the re-zoning effort. 


Thank you for allowing me to submit these comments and please do not hesitate to contact me 


with any questions. 


 


Best Regards, 


Greg Guerrazzi 


Greg Guerrazzi 


 







Greg Guerrazzi 

13480 Mound Avenue 

P.O. Box 939 

Glen Ellen, CA 95442 

(707) 935-1111 
gregguerrazzi@vom.com 

 

July 12, 2023 

 

HousingSites@sonoma-county.org 

Nina.Bellucci@sonoma-county.org 

Susan.Gorin@sonoma-county.org 

 

 

Re:   Arnold Drive & Carquinez Avenue, Glen Ellen 

 APN 054-290 057 & 084 

 Draft EIR for Housing Re-Zoning – GLE 1 & 2 

 
ENTER THIS LETTER INTO THE PUBLIC RECORD FOR THE RE-ZONING DRAFT EIR 

 

Dear Sonoma County Planning Commission & Board of Supervisors: 

 

I am a 28 year resident of Glen Ellen and reside on Mound Avenue, which is accessed from 

Carquinez Avenue and Arnold Drive.  Greg is a native of Sonoma County. 

 

I support the effort to re-zone appropriate properties for housing in Sonoma County; however I 

strongly oppose the re-zoning of the above referenced parcels for dense housing.  Traffic, lack of 

infrastructure, access to public transportation and non-conformance with the zoning code are our 

main concerns. 

 

Below is a listing of points that are not adequately addressed in the EIR for the re-zoning of GLE 

1 & 2. 

 

1) The impacts on the residents and the community of Glen Ellen by the re-zoning to 

Workforce Housing (WH) cannot be mitigated as stated in the EIR. 

2) Allowance of up to 22 units with additions allowed for affordable housing density and 

ADU’s would destroy the character of the historic rural village of Glen Ellen and is not 

consistent with the General Plan or Glen Ellen Design Guidelines. 

3) The re-zoning to WH is not appropriate for this site in the rural village of Glen Ellen. 

4) Glen Ellen is a historic, rural village and the subject properties are not an appropriate 

location for dense housing. 

5) Development of the Sonoma Developmental Center is forthcoming and will include a 

strong housing element, which is the obvious location for dense housing in the subject 

area.   

6) Allowing “by right” development on these parcels, which would bypass the normal 

discretionary land use and EIR process, leaves the Glen Ellen community with no voice 
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or input on the impact of the future, unknown, housing development.  This could be 

considered a “taking” of the community’s right to have input on the development and its 

impact on the community. 

7) Allowing “by right” development of up to 22 units on these properties is completely 

inappropriate for this location due to the significant impact on traffic, infrastructure and 

the Glen Ellen community.  

8) Significant and unavoidable impacts were identified in the EIR for cultural resources, 

traffic, removal of heritage redwood trees and wildfire risk.  These impacts will greatly 

harm the community of Glen Ellen. 

9) WH zoning is inappropriate for this location as Glen Ellen is not within an urban growth 

boundary, doesn’t have the services or transit to support dense residential growth, and 

isn’t an employment center. 

10) The increased density and application of the WH Zone District on the subject parcels 

would be in conflict with General Plan policies applicable to Glen Ellen and the Glen 

Ellen Development and Design Guidelines and would be out of scale with Glen Ellen’s 

small village character. The Draft EIR fails to address this impact. 

11) Infill properties and locations on the Hwy 101 corridor are the appropriate locations for 

WH housing, not the rural, historic village of Glen Ellen, which has limited access to 

public transportation and other infrastructure necessary to support dense housing.  

12) The impact of traffic generated by 22 units at the intersection of Carquinez Avenue and 

Arnold Drive is insurmountable and unacceptable due to the limited line of sight at this 

intersection (1 of 4 Arnold Drive crosswalks in the village of Glen Ellen), which is 

located directly in front of the subject properties, and the Arnold Drive/Warm Springs 

Road intersection, which is only 125’ to the north.  These issues are not adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

13) Arnold Drive is already a heavily travelled road and it is the only access in and out of the 

village of Glen Ellen.  Adding a significant traffic load to the heart of the village is 

dangerous and unacceptable.  Especially during evacuations, which we have experienced 

several times in recent years. This issue is not adequately addressed in the EIR 

14) The property located at 13647 Arnold Drive, directly across Carquinez Avenue from the 

subject properties, has recently been redeveloped and now has 8 residential units and 2 

ADU’s planned, which will increase traffic on Carquinez Avenue and Arnold Drive.  

This issue is not adequately addressed in the EIR. 

15) The property located at 939 Carquinez Avenue is for sale, is zoned commercial and may 

also be re-developed for housing, which would add to traffic on Carquinez Avenue and 

Arnold Drive. 

16) The property located at the southwest corner of Arnold Drive and Warm Springs road is 

zoned mixed use and will be developed, which will add traffic to Arnold Drive. 

17) The Elnoka development near Oakmont will also add traffic to Hwy 12. 

18) Approval of WH for the subject properties will set a precedent for development of the 

properties identified in items 12, 13 & 14, which will further development and destroy 

the character of the rural historic village of Glen Ellen. 



19) The Sonoma Developmental Center will be re-developed with mixed uses including a 

dense housing element (mandated by the State), which will add traffic to Arnold Drive.  

This issue is not addressed in the EIR 

20) Rezoning of the subject properties to WH is inconsistent with the definition of WH, the 

General Plan, the Area or Specific Plans and the Scenic Resources Zone, all of which are 

applicable to the village of Glen Ellen and the subject properties. This inconsistency is 

not addressed in the Draft EIR. 

Below is an analysis of sections of the EIR and issues raised that cannot be adequately mitigated 

and justify removal of GLE 1 & 2 from the re-zoning effort.  The fact that there are significant 

impacts supports removal of GLE 1 & 2 from the re-zoning. 

Aesthetics 

Aesthetics, page 4.1-59, Impact AES-3: “INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS IMPLEMENTED ON 

POTENTIAL SITES HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO ADVERSELY AFFECT PUBLIC VIEWS 

AND COMMUNITY AESTHETIC CHARACTER. IN URBANIZED AREAS, THE PROJECT 

WOULD CONFLICT WITH REGULATIONS THAT GOVERN DEVELOPMENT DESIGN 

STANDARDS. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION 

MEASURES INCORPORATED.”  The mitigation measures listed in the Draft EIR are not 

realistic and cannot reduce impacts to a level that is less than significant. Mitigation measure 

AES-1, Project Design Constraints, and AES-2, Structure Envelope Constraints, are not possible 

due to the size and configuration of GLE 1 & 2. The subject property would have to be entirely 

scraped, including removal of large trees, including redwoods, which will result in a new 

development in the middle of the historic rural village of Glen Ellen.  It is not possible to 

develop GLE 1 & 2 as WH without greatly impacting the community aesthetic character or 

conflicting with the Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines. The mass, scale, and 

building coverage of the WH re-zoning development of GLE 1 & 2 cannot be mitigated. 

Transportation Section 

TRA-2 does not adequately address the line-of-sight hazards at the Arnold Drive & Carquinez 

Avenue intersection due to the already congested area, pedestrian crossing, bus stop, parking for 

2 restaurants, addition of housing at 13647 Arnold Drive and the nearby sharp curve. 

TRA-3 does not adequately address emergency access and evacuation due to congestion and 

limited ingress/egress from the subject properties.  We have been evacuated several times 

recently and Arnold Drive at Carquinez has been backed up with vehicles trying to exit the area. 

Section 4.16.5 Cumulative Impacts – Traffic on State Route 12 and Arnold Drive in the Glen 

Ellen area will experience a cumulative impact from the housing mandated by the State at the 

Sonoma Development Center, the Elnoka development in eastern Santa Rosa and the 

development of GLE 1 & 2.  This cumulative impact has not been adequately addressed in the 



EIR and there are no possible mitigation measures due to the limited road infrastructure in the 

subject area. 

Land Use & Planning 

GLE 1 & 2 properties do not meet the Goal LU-1 points: 

1) High quality of life in the historic rural village of Glen Ellen. 

2) Capacity of public facilities for sewer & water, which are already restricted in the 

Sonoma Valley. 

3) Very limited job opportunities in the subject area. 

GLE 1 & 2 properties do not meet the Goal LU-2 points, which states future growth should be 

within the existing 9 cities.  Sonoma Valley has limited water and sewer capacity and the 

surrounding immediate area of GLE 1 & 2 is not in the Urban Service Area. 

GLE 1 & 2 do not meet the Goal LU-3 points as the subject parcels are not considered “infill” 

within a city.   

GLE 1 & 2 do not meet Goal LU-7d points as Glen Ellen is a “very high” fire hazard area as 

proven by the 2017 and 2020 fires, which destroyed parts of Glen Ellen. 

Policy LU-20gg lists the development guidelines for GLE 1 & 2 (items 1-5), which substantiates 

GLE 1 & 2 cannot accommodate the re-zoning development. 

Policy LU-20h specifies that the re-zoning development must comply with the Glen Ellen 

Development & Design Guidelines and development of GLE 1 & 2 is not consistent with the 

Glen Ellen Development & Design Guidelines. 

Circulation & Transit Element 

GLE 1 & 2 are not compatible with any of the objectives or policies as Glen Ellen is not an urban 

area. 

CT 1.2) GLE 1 & 2 are not located on Hwy 101 or near SMART. 

CT 1.5) VMT will be increased due to limited services and jobs in Glen Ellen. 

CT 1.6) Transit system limitations and congestion on Arnold Drive. 

CT 1.7) The required number of jobs to support the re-zoning do not exist in Glen Ellen. 

CT 1.8) Encourage development in urbanized areas, which the historic rural village of Glen Ellen 

is not. 



Section 4.1.1 Setting – GLE 1 & 2 are categorized as having the maximum, high and moderate 

Site Sensitivity Criteria, which substantiates GLE 1 & 2 being dropped from the re-zoning. 

The proposed re-zoning of GLE 1 & 2 will allow development that will physically divide the 

historic rural village of Glen Ellen.  The re-zoning effort conflicts with the existing land use 

plans and the scenic designations of the subject area.  These issues cannot be mitigated and GLE 

1 & 2 should be removed from the re-zoning effort.  

Re-zoning of GLE 1 & 2 will allow development that will result in a “Dominate” visual impact. 

Section 4.1.2 Scenic Zoning – GLE 1 & 2 are located on a Scenic Corridor (Arnold Drive) and 

the re-zoning development would push more traffic onto State Route 12, which is a designated 

State Scenic Highway. 

GLE 1 & 2 are located in a Scenic Resources Combining District and re-zoning for higher 

density is not allowed in this district.   

As specified in the Draft EIR, the development allowed by the re-zoning will result in a “High 

Site Sensitivity” and a “Dominate” visual impact, which supports removal of GLE 1 & 2 from 

the re-zoning effort. 

GLE 1 & 2 are 2 of the 11 properties out of the 59 total properties being considered for re-zoning 

with High Site Sensitivity, Dominant designation and Significant impact.   

Section 4.1, page 33, describes GLE 1 & 2, zoned SR (Scenic Resource), as being in the historic 

village of Glen Ellen, on a designated scenic corridor, surrounded by Scenic Landscape Units 

and a Community Separator.  “The visual quality is high in this area….” 

These statements substantiate removal of GLE 1 & 2 from the re-zoning effort. 

Development allowed by the re-zoning of GLE 1 & 2 is not consistent with the Sonoma County 

General Plan, specifically: 

Goal OSRC-1, objectives 1.1, 1.2 & 1.4: development of WH will not preserve the identity of 

and retain the rural character of Glen Ellen, and specimen trees will be destroyed. 

Goal OSRC-2, objectives 2.1, policies 2a, 2b, 2d, 2e, 2f & 2h, development of WH will not 

retain the scenic character and Scenic Landscape designation of Glen Ellen.  Development of 

WH, as allowed, will greatly exceed the 1 unit per 10 acres. The proposed WH is not allowed in 

the Glen Ellen Design Guidelines.  The impacts of development of WH in the Scenic Landscape 

Unit and on the Scenic Corridor cannot be mitigated and the setbacks cannot be accommodated. 

Goal OSRC-3, objectives 3.1, 3.2, policies 3a, 3b & 3c: development of WH will not preserve 

the landscape; will not preserve the high visual quality and the living environment of the 

residents and tourists. Any setbacks will not mitigate these issues.  



Goal OSRC-5; development of WH will not retain and enhance the unique character of Glen 

Ellen. 

Goal OSRC-6; development of WH will not preserve the unique and rural character of Glen 

Ellen.  There are no mitigation measures that can preserve the character of Glen Ellen. 

Goal LU-3, policy LU-3e,  policy LU-20hh; Glen Ellen is unincorporated and the development 

of the subject parcels does not qualify as “infill” and the Community Separator must be 

preserved. Development of WH will not preserve the “rural village” of Glen Ellen and the 

development is not consistent with the Glen Ellen Design Guidelines. 

Not meeting these goals and violating these policies justifies removal of GLE 1 & 2 from the re-

zoning effort. 

The setbacks required in the Scenic Corridor and Scenic Resource District cannot be met and the 

Glen Ellen Design Guidelines cannot be followed to accommodate the re-zoning development of 

GLE 1 & 2. 

Summary 

The EIR specifies that the re-zoning development of GLE 1 & 2 will result in a “High Site 

Sensitivity, Dominant and Significant Impact”.  Mitigation measures cannot address these 

critical issues and GLE 1 & 2 must be removed from the re-zoning effort. 

Thank you for allowing me to submit these comments and please do not hesitate to contact me 

with any questions. 

 

Best Regards, 

Greg Guerrazzi 

Greg Guerrazzi 

 



From: johnamodeo@aol.com
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: County of Sonoma 6th Cycle Housing Element, permit Sonoma File No. PLP20-0018.
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 12:53:14 AM
Attachments: Letter to Planninc Commission 7-11-23.pages

EXTERNAL

7-11-23

Dear Sonoma County Planning Commission
permitsonoma-housing@sonoma-county.org

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the County of Sonoma 6th Cycle Housing
Element, permit Sonoma File No. PLP20-0018.

I, John Amodeo, am a homeowner at 3121 Brush St. in Graton since 1988. I love this
neighborhood and as a senior I have grown accustomed to the peace and quiet of the
countryside. I relish the small town atmosphere and my partner, Monica, and I love our
leisurely walks in the neighborhood.

We are deeply concerned, troubled, and disheartened by the proposal to add a large number of
residences to our quiet neighborhood. Here are some of the many concerns we have.

One huge concern is the groundwater situation. Might tapping into the aquifer compromise my
well and other resident’s wells? This is a deep concern, especially with all the droughts we’ve
been having, and wells going dry in some areas of the county.

Another serious concern is the drainage situation. Water flows from that property down the
street, rushing into the apple orchard behind my property and then onto my property and our
neighbor’s property. During one year, the area under my house was flooded. Other neighbors
have had problems as well due to the downhill direction of the water. An impervious surface
that accompanies development seems likely to exacerbate this issue.

Also, road conditions on Jeannette and Brush Streets are inadequate for the increased traffic
demand. And parking a large number of cars, not to mention visitors, could be a nightmare for
the neighborhood.

Another troubling aspect of the proposal to develop this rural property is that this area appears
to be an a habitat for grey foxes. We have seen them traipsing between that area and the apple
orchard behind our home. These foxes are probably not an endangered species, but
nevertheless, the lives and habitats of these precious creatures would appear to be at serious
risk. Shrinking habitats for wildlife is something that concerns many of us, and hopefully you
as well. It would seem important that this concern is fully addressed by the EIR.

We can appreciate the need for more housing in the county and the state mandate to do so, and
we support the homeowner getting a fair price for his parcel, but we firmly belief that this
development proposal would create an incompatible density for the surrounding properties.
We are vehemently opposed to it.
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In summary, we believe that 2 residences per acre should be maintained as consistent with the
general plan in order to conserve the aquifer, minimize traffic, noise, and greenhouse gas
emissions in Graton, and to preserve the peaceful feeling in the neighborhood. It seems more
prudent to cluster density near convenient transit and services, something this rezoning does
not do.

Thank you for hearing our views. A copy of this letter is also attached

Sincerely,

John Amodeo
Monica Miller
3121 Brush St.
Graton, CA 95444
707 829-8948 (landline)

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: johnamodeo@aol.com
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: County of Sonoma 6th Cycle Housing Element, permit Sonoma File No. PLP20-0018.
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 12:53:14 AM
Attachments: Letter to Planninc Commission 7-11-23.pages

EXTERNAL

7-11-23

Dear Sonoma County Planning Commission
permitsonoma-housing@sonoma-county.org
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Element, permit Sonoma File No. PLP20-0018.

I, John Amodeo, am a homeowner at 3121 Brush St. in Graton since 1988. I love this
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countryside. I relish the small town atmosphere and my partner, Monica, and I love our
leisurely walks in the neighborhood.

We are deeply concerned, troubled, and disheartened by the proposal to add a large number of
residences to our quiet neighborhood. Here are some of the many concerns we have.

One huge concern is the groundwater situation. Might tapping into the aquifer compromise my
well and other resident’s wells? This is a deep concern, especially with all the droughts we’ve
been having, and wells going dry in some areas of the county.

Another serious concern is the drainage situation. Water flows from that property down the
street, rushing into the apple orchard behind my property and then onto my property and our
neighbor’s property. During one year, the area under my house was flooded. Other neighbors
have had problems as well due to the downhill direction of the water. An impervious surface
that accompanies development seems likely to exacerbate this issue.

Also, road conditions on Jeannette and Brush Streets are inadequate for the increased traffic
demand. And parking a large number of cars, not to mention visitors, could be a nightmare for
the neighborhood.

Another troubling aspect of the proposal to develop this rural property is that this area appears
to be an a habitat for grey foxes. We have seen them traipsing between that area and the apple
orchard behind our home. These foxes are probably not an endangered species, but
nevertheless, the lives and habitats of these precious creatures would appear to be at serious
risk. Shrinking habitats for wildlife is something that concerns many of us, and hopefully you
as well. It would seem important that this concern is fully addressed by the EIR.

We can appreciate the need for more housing in the county and the state mandate to do so, and
we support the homeowner getting a fair price for his parcel, but we firmly belief that this
development proposal would create an incompatible density for the surrounding properties.
We are vehemently opposed to it.
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In summary, we believe that 2 residences per acre should be maintained as consistent with the
general plan in order to conserve the aquifer, minimize traffic, noise, and greenhouse gas
emissions in Graton, and to preserve the peaceful feeling in the neighborhood. It seems more
prudent to cluster density near convenient transit and services, something this rezoning does
not do.

Thank you for hearing our views. A copy of this letter is also attached

Sincerely,

John Amodeo
Monica Miller
3121 Brush St.
Graton, CA 95444
707 829-8948 (landline)
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From: jnagle@sonic.net
To: PermitSonoma-Housing; Eric Gage
Subject: Comment Letter for 6th Cycle house Element, Permit PLP20-0018, 3280 Hicks Road, APN: 130-146-003
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 1:49:40 PM
Attachments: 3280 Hicks Road.pdf

EXTERNAL

Hello Mr. Gage
Please find my comment letter concerning the EIR for the public meeting this Thursday July
13, 2023.
I would like to attend, but I’m serving on the Russian River Water Forum, addressing water
issue for the Russian River Watershed. Please provide these comments with the attention they
deserve.
Thank You.
John J. Nagle
Graton CA.

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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Date:  July 12, 2023 


Subject: 6th Cycle house Element, Permit PLP20-0018, 3280 Hicks Road, APN: 130-146-003  


EIR SCH No. 2022060323: The EIR for General Housing Plan update.   


As with any real-estate the key issue is always location.  The Current draft EIR does not address the 


following location specific issues that are unique to the 3280 Hicks Road parcel that is included in the 


identified 43 infill parcels slated to have their zoning changed from 2 properties per acre to 20 


dwellings per acre.  The purpose of infill is to increase the utilization of existing infrastructure for a 


more sustainable and less energy intensive built environment.  The proposed EIR does not address 


the impact that intense urban infill with have on this specific semi-rural property which does not 


have the supporting infrastructure that an urban infill project would enjoy.  


Carbon Foot Print.   


The area around Graton does not have the infrastructure usually associated with urban infill projects.  


All services require a car trip.  The EIR states that there is public transportation.  The public 


transportation system that services this area is a subsistence system which only works if a destination 


is along a route.  Simple shopping trips become a multiple hour activity.  The lack of integration 


between SR City Bus and Sonoma County Transit does not provide integrated commute services 


needed for daily living.  Most specialty services require trips into Santa Rosa.  The jobs which 


occupants of these dwelling will hold, will most likely be in urban areas, a significate commute away.  


Sebastopol already has the highest single occupancy car trips in the county.  The County’s 


Greenhouse gas element of the general plan identifies transportation as the contributing 60% of 


Sonoma County’s carbon emission.  The carbon footprint resulting in car trips for commute and daily 


living from a high-density infill project away from essential services is in direct opposition to the 


carbon reduction goal for the county and our planet.  Infill is not a sustainable concept for semi-rural 


areas.  Current vacant commercial building stock could as easily be rezoned for infill housing.  It’s 


aways less expensive to retrofit existing building then building on Greenfields, especially when there 


are already water meters hooked to the building.  


Water Resources are impacted at this site in three ways.  


Drainage.  Although not visible in dry months, winter drainage in this area is already maxed 


out.  During winter storms it is only through the diligence of neighbors constantly cleaning 


drains and constructing makeshift water bars that the houses along Brush Street not flooded 


with water.  In the past drainage coming off 3280 Hicks Road and the lane to the east has 


overwhelmed the existing drains, and flooded the back yards, washing away landscaping and 


filling foundations.  Hardscaping this property would increase the speed, force and volume of 


water, overwhelming drains and flooding downhill properties.   


Surface / Ground Water Interaction. Currently Graton has the highest density of wells in 


Sonoma County.  The impact of this density draws down the near surface ground water and 







dewaters Green Valley and Atascadero Creeks which are failing habitats for the Central 


California Coast Coho listed as endangered under state and federal Endangered Species Acts 


and the Steelhead which are listed as threatened. 


Although not in the Santa Rosa Plaine GSA, the issue of ground water extraction and the 


impact to streams and endangered species also exist in the Wilson Grove ground water basin.  


The only reason that the Wilson Grove is not required to be under Sustainable Groundwater 


Management Act regulations is because the boundaries of the Santa Rosa Plaine were 


extended into Sebastopol.  Increasing the density of wells in the Graton area may also have 


the effect of having the Wilson Grove re-listed in Bulletin 118 as a medium impacted basin, 


undoing the hard work done by the county and cities to avoid that exact situation.   


Cone of Depression.  Placing a high-density development served by well water in the middle 


of rural properties, some with shallow wells, will create a cone of depression among existing 


wells and setting off a series of wells going dry, wells being dug deeper and lawsuit from real 


injury to existing homes.  With a minimal standard of 150 gallons of water used per day, (3 


laundry loads), a two-acre parcel with 40 units would extract a minimum of 6,000 gallons a 


day, drawing down the local water table impacting existing residential wells.   


Roads.  The roads around 3280 Hicks Road; Jennet, Hicks, Brush roads are rural roads with little on 


street parking, narrow lane with difficulty for two vehicles to pass one another.  The impact of egress 


in emergencies of 40 additional units with two cars apices on the existing narrow, rough paved, 


unlined, shoulder less roadway has not been addressed in the EIR.   


Prior to approving the Draft EIR, please address these environmental and resource issues.   


Sincerely  


John J. Nagle 
3135 North Brush Street 
Graton, California 


 


 







Date:  July 12, 2023 

Subject: 6th Cycle house Element, Permit PLP20-0018, 3280 Hicks Road, APN: 130-146-003  

EIR SCH No. 2022060323: The EIR for General Housing Plan update.   

As with any real-estate the key issue is always location.  The Current draft EIR does not address the 

following location specific issues that are unique to the 3280 Hicks Road parcel that is included in the 

identified 43 infill parcels slated to have their zoning changed from 2 properties per acre to 20 

dwellings per acre.  The purpose of infill is to increase the utilization of existing infrastructure for a 

more sustainable and less energy intensive built environment.  The proposed EIR does not address 

the impact that intense urban infill with have on this specific semi-rural property which does not 

have the supporting infrastructure that an urban infill project would enjoy.  

Carbon Foot Print.   

The area around Graton does not have the infrastructure usually associated with urban infill projects.  

All services require a car trip.  The EIR states that there is public transportation.  The public 

transportation system that services this area is a subsistence system which only works if a destination 

is along a route.  Simple shopping trips become a multiple hour activity.  The lack of integration 

between SR City Bus and Sonoma County Transit does not provide integrated commute services 

needed for daily living.  Most specialty services require trips into Santa Rosa.  The jobs which 

occupants of these dwelling will hold, will most likely be in urban areas, a significate commute away.  

Sebastopol already has the highest single occupancy car trips in the county.  The County’s 

Greenhouse gas element of the general plan identifies transportation as the contributing 60% of 

Sonoma County’s carbon emission.  The carbon footprint resulting in car trips for commute and daily 

living from a high-density infill project away from essential services is in direct opposition to the 

carbon reduction goal for the county and our planet.  Infill is not a sustainable concept for semi-rural 

areas.  Current vacant commercial building stock could as easily be rezoned for infill housing.  It’s 

aways less expensive to retrofit existing building then building on Greenfields, especially when there 

are already water meters hooked to the building.  

Water Resources are impacted at this site in three ways.  

Drainage.  Although not visible in dry months, winter drainage in this area is already maxed 

out.  During winter storms it is only through the diligence of neighbors constantly cleaning 

drains and constructing makeshift water bars that the houses along Brush Street not flooded 

with water.  In the past drainage coming off 3280 Hicks Road and the lane to the east has 

overwhelmed the existing drains, and flooded the back yards, washing away landscaping and 

filling foundations.  Hardscaping this property would increase the speed, force and volume of 

water, overwhelming drains and flooding downhill properties.   

Surface / Ground Water Interaction. Currently Graton has the highest density of wells in 

Sonoma County.  The impact of this density draws down the near surface ground water and 



dewaters Green Valley and Atascadero Creeks which are failing habitats for the Central 

California Coast Coho listed as endangered under state and federal Endangered Species Acts 

and the Steelhead which are listed as threatened. 

Although not in the Santa Rosa Plaine GSA, the issue of ground water extraction and the 

impact to streams and endangered species also exist in the Wilson Grove ground water basin.  

The only reason that the Wilson Grove is not required to be under Sustainable Groundwater 

Management Act regulations is because the boundaries of the Santa Rosa Plaine were 

extended into Sebastopol.  Increasing the density of wells in the Graton area may also have 

the effect of having the Wilson Grove re-listed in Bulletin 118 as a medium impacted basin, 

undoing the hard work done by the county and cities to avoid that exact situation.   

Cone of Depression.  Placing a high-density development served by well water in the middle 

of rural properties, some with shallow wells, will create a cone of depression among existing 

wells and setting off a series of wells going dry, wells being dug deeper and lawsuit from real 

injury to existing homes.  With a minimal standard of 150 gallons of water used per day, (3 

laundry loads), a two-acre parcel with 40 units would extract a minimum of 6,000 gallons a 

day, drawing down the local water table impacting existing residential wells.   

Roads.  The roads around 3280 Hicks Road; Jennet, Hicks, Brush roads are rural roads with little on 

street parking, narrow lane with difficulty for two vehicles to pass one another.  The impact of egress 

in emergencies of 40 additional units with two cars apices on the existing narrow, rough paved, 

unlined, shoulder less roadway has not been addressed in the EIR.   

Prior to approving the Draft EIR, please address these environmental and resource issues.   

Sincerely  

John J. Nagle 
3135 North Brush Street 
Graton, California 

 

 



From: JOYCE BEVINS
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: sidewalk/2 Redwood Trees
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 11:04:51 AM

EXTERNAL

Project Planner Eric Gage, Board of Supervisors July 12 5 PM
Co.of So. 6th Cycle Housing Element, Permit So. File No. PLP20-0018
There are 2 Redwood Trees with a circumference of 9 ft. that is 30 years old in front
of 3360 Moorland Ave., owner, Joyce L. Bevins 043-152-042-000
Putting a sidewalk up against those trees severs the main roots of half the root
system of each tree.
Which in turn, threatens the trees or my house in case of strong winds.
Please do not put a sidewalk there. The currant sidewalk ends before my property
begins.
Thank you,
Joyce L. Bevins
3360 Moorland Ave.
Santa Rosa, Ca. 95407

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Juliana Macri
To: PermitSonoma-Housing; district5@sonoma-county
Cc: hagarlaura@gmail.com; dale.dougherty@gmail.com; amie@sonomacountygazette.com;

jim.sweeney@pressdemocrat.com; GUY.KOVNER@pressdemocrat.com
Subject: 3280 Hicks Road Upzoning Proposal
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 5:05:07 PM

EXTERNAL

 Dear Sonoma County Planning Commission,
Thank you for reaching out to our community regarding the County of Sonoma 6th Cycle Housing
Element, permit Sonoma File No. PLP20-0018. I am writing to provide some feedback, from my
personal perspective as a close neighbor of the parcel at 3280 Hicks Road and the adoption of the
Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the General Housing Plan update (SCH No. 2022060323).
I reside with my partner, and my two year old son at 3129 Brush St. in Graton in 2021. We relocated
from the city of San Francisco with the expressed purpose of finding a rural and quiet environment
where our child could spend time a lot of time outside in nature and be part of a small, nurturing
community. I cannot imagine a more perfect place than our wonderful little neighborhood on Brush
Street. I am concerned that the proposed development, with the possibility of 40 units added in an
otherwise very low density area, would fundamentally change the nature and long term health of
the neighborhood that we first rented in, and then decided to purchase a house (our very first) in
5/2022.
I have worked as a primary care physician in Northern California since 2016. As such, I am reminded
daily of the huge burden of homelessness and lack of affordable housing in our communities. I know
and have personally witnessed how this affects so many people, in profound ways, and I have always
voted and advocated for policies that increase housing stock in California. However, I question the
thoughtfulness behind policy that would create this housing in a low density and minimally resources
environment such as our neighborhood. Housing created in a rural environment where there is no
public transportation, no jobs, no city services (including a very fundamental one…. Water!), does
not create the opportunities or environment needed by the individuals in need of affordable housing
in proximity to jobs and transport. It does not strike me as a well thought out plan, to be frank.
I also am concerned about the lack of concern about the existing character of this community, which
is why so many like myself (young people, buying their first home) are investing in this place –
namely for the greenery, wildlife, open space, ability to have quiet and close knit communities, etc.
We regularly observe grey foxes, hawks, and other animals who make the area behind our home
there home (the 3280 Hicks Road plot that this discussion concerns). I am troubled that their homes
would be disrupted. I am also concerned about the potential impacts on water resources. Us and all
of our neighbors have challenges with drainage/run off given our location at the top of a steep hill,
and development of this plot, covering it with driveways, parking lots and houses, would only
exacerbate this expensive and problematic challenge for us. This is to say nothing of the fact that all
of us are on individual wells and worry constantly about our long term access to water in the setting
of ongoing and worsening drought. As anyone who has walked our neighborhood is aware, we have
extremely narrow and poorly maintained roads and no sidewalks, so the additional traffic would
create problems in terms of pedestrian safety and wellbeing, something we very much worry about
given we have a toddler who is learning to ride his bike and walks to daycare with us each day. The
proposed strategy of forcing high-density units into our community would also inadvertently
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encourage sprawl and increase car ridership, which when taken together are significant contributors
to greenhouse gases.

I understand the need to add new housing units, but I recommend looking at larger communities
that are better equipped in terms of infrastructure, and already exhibit characteristics of high-
density urban environments (e.g. downtown Santa Rosa, or locations in proximity to the SMART
train). We will not achieve our environmental or sustainability goals if we do not start planning
smarter, with individuals needs and the needs of our planets future in mind.

For wider dissemination, this letter is being forwarded to the Sonoma County Gazette, Sonoma
County District Supervisor Lynda Hopkins, Santa Rosa Press Democrat, and Sebastopol Times. We ask
that our concerns are heard by key decision-makers and our whole community.

Yours Sincerely,

Juliana Macri

Sent from my iPhone

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.





From: Kimberly Blattner
To: PermitSonoma-Housing; kim@sonomavalleycollaborative.org
Subject: Support for Sonoma Valley Collaborative recommendations
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 4:31:39 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Permit Sonoma staff and consultants to the Housing Element,

I, Kimberly Blattner resident of the city of Sonoma, support the following public comment 
made by Sonoma Valley Collaborative:

There are many good proposed actions in the Draft, but as a whole it is not strong enough or 
innovative enough to respond to the crushing housing affordability crisis we face in Sonoma 
County. We need a Housing Element that courageously tackles the evidence of this crisis: 
Permit Sonoma’s own public engagement, the census, the Portrait of Sonoma County, the 
cascading closures of local businesses, and the heart-breaking housing struggles related by 
residents. 

Facing the demographic evidence of Sonoma County losing so many of the people who make 
our County thrive, it’s clear we need a Housing Element that forcefully changes our course. 
The Draft is not there yet. HCD also asks the County to “go beyond status quo.”

Most importantly, the Draft omits an entire category of proven housing policies that help keep 
renters in their homes. We agree with Table 2 in the Draft, that “Displacement of residents due 
to economic pressures” is the highest priority factor that contributes to Sonoma County’s fair 
housing issues. But Program 5, supposedly designed to prevent displacement, is inadequate. 
Its emphasis on housing production is misguided. Sonoma County can’t rely solely on housing 
production, on meeting the RHNA, to stop our hemorrhaging losses of workers, families, 
seniors, and so many others. We must also protect people from losing their existing affordable 
homes, after which many leave the County.

Program 5: Displacement Avoidance
Sonoma Valley Collaborative asks that these policies be added to Program 5 or elsewhere:
rent stabilization (not rent control or a rent cap), which limits rent increases to a percentage of 
inflation
just-cause eviction policy, which protects tenants from being evicted unless there’s a specific 
justification, such as nonpayment of rent.
a rental registry, so that Sonoma County can track affordability, displacement, habitability, 
evictions, and other trends
Rent stabilization and/or just-cause protections exist in over 30 California cities and counties 
and have a track record of success. 

Program 8: Protect Residential Lands and Units 

Our members want faster, more vigorous action to reduce the number of vacation rentals and 
empty homes. Having over 10% of homes be unavailable to residents is not acceptable. We 
ask that the timeline in 8b for presenting policy options to the Board be accelerated to the end 
of 2024, not 2025.

mailto:k.blattner@icloud.com
mailto:PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org
mailto:kim@sonomavalleycollaborative.org


Program 3: Protections for Mobile Home Parks
Mobile homes are a major source of unsubsidized affordable housing in Sonoma Valley and 
county-wide. On July 11, the Board of Supervisors directed staff to prepare for a Board item to 
amend the MHRSO on August 15, 2023. We ask that Action 3a be changed from “Continue to 
implement” the existing ordinance (which allows an annual space rent increase of 100% of the 
change in the Bay Area CPI, or 6%, whichever is less) to “Amend the Mobilehome Rent 
Stabilization Ordinance to limit space rent increases to no more than 4%, or 70% of the 
change in CPI (whichever is less).” The timeline for adopting the amendment should be mid-
2024.

Program 15: Review and Update Zoning Code and General Plan
We ask that you add an ordinance to Program 15 creating a senior housing overlay district that 
would prevent designated senior mobilehome parks from being converted to all-ages parks. 
This will protect affordable housing options for seniors in the County and stop erosion of 
affordability of the existing senior parks. Many jurisdictions have senior housing overlay 
district, including Yucaipa, San Juan Capistrano, Huntington Beach, Ventura County, City of 
Ventura, and Santa Barbara.

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 1:06 PM
To: Scott Orr <Scott.Orr@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Fw: July 13, 2023 Sonoma County Housing Element Recommendation

fyi

From: Leslie Markham <leslie_am@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 11:19 AM
To: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org>; Caitlin Cornwall <Caitlin.Cornwall@sonoma-
county.org>; Larry Reed <Larry.Reed@sonoma-county.org>; Evan.Wiig@sonoma-county-county.org
<evan.wiig@sonoma-county-county.org>; Pat Gilardi <Pat.Gilardi@sonoma-county.org>;
Jacquelynne Ocana <Jacquelynne.Ocana@sonoma-county.org>; Kevin Deas <Kevin.Deas@sonoma-
county.org>; Shaun McCaffery <Shaun.McCaffery@sonoma-county.org>; Eric Koenigshofer
<Eric.Koenigshofer@sonoma-county.org>
Cc: Leslie <leslie_am@sbcgloba.net>
Subject: July 13, 2023 Sonoma County Housing Element Recommendation

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commission,

Please approve the July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element and Final EIR as written
by Staff, including the removal of the FOR-2, FOR-5 and FOR-6 sites.  This appears
to be the best solution given the:

Significant adverse impacts identified which will remain even after mitigation
measures have been instituted; and require that overriding considerations be
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addressed.
Current infrastructure issues and unknowns regarding the sewers. Table 24
(Appendix D, page 375) lists Forestville as having an overall category of 3 for
water/sewer.  Page 374 of Appendix D stipulates:  "Category 3 – May be
inadequate as is; significant improvements would likely be."  The page also
includes: "Category 3 sites have somewhat more extensive concerns such as a
lack of water and/or sewer service in the vicinity of the parcel, or have
supply/treatment deficiencies that cannot be easily mitigated. These parcels
would require significant improvements or actions to provide water and/or sewer
service."
Current condition of roads in Forestville as it relates to ingress and egress are
currently less than adequate, and there would be significant impact to those
roads with a "large" increase in population.  Also reference the Draft PEIR
where it indicates that transportation would result in significant and unavoidable
impacts (ref. 4.16 and page 5-3)
Concern as it relates to wildfire, and the evacuation of residents.
At least one letter (I believe there may be other properties and landowners as
well) from the current landowner of FOR-2 who states that the family has owned
the property for five generations, and has no intention of selling the property.
Numerous other concerns raised by the community.

Referencing Appendix D, pages 347 - 372, the Staff has identified and added other
projects and sites that could be use to offset the removal of FOR-2, FOR-5 and FOR-
6.  The alternative locations suggested appear to be a much better solution in that
significant adverse impacts would be avoided to a greater degree; and the location of
the newly identified parcels would be much better suited for access to amenities, jobs,
transportation, etc.  In addition, less significant improvement would be required as it
pertains to water, sewer, and roads. 
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Leslie Markham
 

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: Eric Gage
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: July 13, 2023 Sonoma County Housing Element Recommendation
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 1:15:43 PM

From: Leslie Markham <leslie_am@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 11:19 AM
To: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org>; Caitlin Cornwall <Caitlin.Cornwall@sonoma-
county.org>; Larry Reed <Larry.Reed@sonoma-county.org>; Evan.Wiig@sonoma-county-county.org
<evan.wiig@sonoma-county-county.org>; Pat Gilardi <Pat.Gilardi@sonoma-county.org>;
Jacquelynne Ocana <Jacquelynne.Ocana@sonoma-county.org>; Kevin Deas <Kevin.Deas@sonoma-
county.org>; Shaun McCaffery <Shaun.McCaffery@sonoma-county.org>; Eric Koenigshofer
<Eric.Koenigshofer@sonoma-county.org>
Cc: Leslie <leslie_am@sbcgloba.net>
Subject: July 13, 2023 Sonoma County Housing Element Recommendation

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commission,
Please approve the July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element and Final EIR as written
by Staff, including the removal of the FOR-2, FOR-5 and FOR-6 sites. This appears
to be the best solution given the:

Significant adverse impacts identified which will remain even after mitigation
measures have been instituted; and require that overriding considerations be
addressed.
Current infrastructure issues and unknowns regarding the sewers. Table 24
(Appendix D, page 375) lists Forestville as having an overall category of 3 for
water/sewer. Page 374 of Appendix D stipulates: "Category 3 – May be
inadequate as is; significant improvements would likely be." The page also
includes: "Category 3 sites have somewhat more extensive concerns such as a
lack of water and/or sewer service in the vicinity of the parcel, or have
supply/treatment deficiencies that cannot be easily mitigated. These parcels
would require significant improvements or actions to provide water and/or sewer
service."
Current condition of roads in Forestville as it relates to ingress and egress are
currently less than adequate, and there would be significant impact to those
roads with a "large" increase in population. Also reference the Draft PEIR where
it indicates that transportation would result in significant and unavoidable
impacts (ref. 4.16 and page 5-3)
Concern as it relates to wildfire, and the evacuation of residents.
At least one letter (I believe there may be other properties and landowners as
well) from the current landowner of FOR-2 who states that the family has owned
the property for five generations, and has no intention of selling the property.
Numerous other concerns raised by the community.

Referencing Appendix D, pages 347 - 372, the Staff has identified and added other
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projects and sites that could be use to offset the removal of FOR-2, FOR-5 and FOR-
6. The alternative locations suggested appear to be a much better solution in that
significant adverse impacts would be avoided to a greater degree; and the location of
the newly identified parcels would be much better suited for access to amenities, jobs,
transportation, etc. In addition, less significant improvement would be required as it
pertains to water, sewer, and roads.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Leslie Markham

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: Lyndi Brown
To: Eric Gage; PermitSonoma-Housing
Cc: Lyndi Brown
Subject: Planning Comm. Mtg. July 13 2023 to the Commission PRMD DHE FEIR comments
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 4:15:12 PM
Attachments: PRMD DHE FEIR comments 7-11-23.docx

2002 - 404_Penngrove Sewer Capacity Study.pdf

EXTERNAL

Hello Mr. Gage,
RE Planning Commission mtg. July 13 at 1 pm.

I support Penngrove Area Plan Advisory Committee's comments and recommendations on PRMD's DHE
FEIR on the PSZ (Penngrove Sanitation Zone) and Traffic Study improvement recommendations to the
Planning Commission for the hearing.

Attached below are ALL PAPAC's FULL comments on the PSZ during the entire process and also
the SCWA sewer study.

Thank you for recording my support,
Lyndi Brown, homeowner since 1994
PO Box 1030, Penngrove CA 94951
lyndi@sonic.net
707 795-1107 landline

PAPAC (Penngrove Area Plan Advisory Committee) PSZ (Penngrove Sanitation Zone) DHE FEIR
comments and recommendations:

Comments

The proposed 2023 DHE FEIR does not evaluate the capacity of the Penngrove system to handle the
added demand from the proposed sites. There should also be an assessment from the service provider
whether or not there is currently available capacity for both the build out of the existing service area under
current zoning as well as the increased demand from the proposed rezoning.

Recommendations

PAPAC's PSZ (Penngrove Sanitation Zone) recommendations to the Commission:

Table 24: Water and Wastewater Availability by Service Area. Page APP-375

Move the PSZ (sewer) proposed Penngrove rezone sites from Category 2 to Category 3.

Likely inadequate as is, may require significant improvements.

PAPAC (Penngrove Area Plan Advisory Committee) DHE FEIR Traffic Study comments and
improvement recommendations:

Comments

The DHE FEIR Traffic Study for the DHE FEIR recommended improvements are at the 2 Penngrove
intersections (Adobe/Main and Old Redwood/Main). The study recommended increasing the capacity of
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Attn: Eric Gage								        7/11/23

Permit Sonoma 

2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, California 95403.

(707) 565-1391

eric.gage@sonoma-county.org

Permit Sonoma Rezoning Housing SItes for Housing Update - FEIR comments

There are 33 years of substantial evidence on the administrative records of reporting capacity limitations and the existence of physical constraints in the PSZ (Penngrove Sanitation Zone) collection system lines  "L", and "P".



The PSZ analysis recommendations have been circulated and relied on for system reviews by multiple agencies including: SCWA, PRMD, Sonoma LAFCo and the city of Petaluma identifying the physical constraints in the PSZ collection system lines.  



The physical constraints identified in the PSZ collection system have restricted higher density land use plan amendments in the PSZ in excess of the existing land use plan.  During the entire 33 year period, no major land use changes have ever been made or considered, in the PSZ, NONE.



The WSS study for the DHE and DEIR notes that: “the agencies serving Geyserville, Guerneville, Larkspur and Penngrove did not provide any system information.”  The WSS Study was a paper study only, and did not include hydraulic model analyses of the sewer systems. The WSS study relied on a 2016 SCWA SSMP i/I water infiltration study that does not identify, recognize or consider the capacity status or the existence of the known physical conditions of the PSZ system in the WSS evaluation.  



At the May 20, 2021 DHE Commission meeting I commented and reported the missing PSZ institutional records in the WSS study and submitted all the missing records with written comments.  At the May 20, 2021 DHE Commission meeting Commissioner Carr also referred to my comments and concerns and requested the Commission receive a statement from the service provider as to the current PSZ capacity status for existing land use build out and the increased demand from the proposed rezoning. 



No statement, finding, or clarification from the service provider was forthcoming to the Commission to address all the questions about the current and future increased demand PSZ capacity status.



During the DEIR comment period I again submitted all the missing records with written comments. The study claims to determine and calculate if capacity exists within the existing systems to accommodate the proposed projects.

Here are responses to specific comments and questions I submitted about physical constraints and methods the DHE WSS study used to determine and calculate the current PSZ capacity status.



Comment (101.1) How many people the (2016 SCWA SSMP) analysis assumed were within the PSZ?



Response: (101.1) We cannot speculate on the method SCWA SSMP used to produce population estimates. 



2) Comment (101.2 ) How many persons per ESD were assumed in the analysis. Does it includes a new population baseline over the land use element estimated population of 1,300 to 1,450 people under full build-out conditions?



Response: (101.2 ) We cannot speculate on the method SCWA SSMP used to produce population estimates. 



5) Comment (101.5) There should be a count of existing hookups needed for the land use plan at full build out and a reserve capacity maintained to allow for failing septic systems in the future. This baseline information should be required before consideration of additional housing projects. 



Response (101.5) This comment does not pertain to the analysis or conclusions of the EIR.



The responses do not answer the capacity status or mention the constraints in the PSZ collection system lines "L" and "P”. The analysis identifies two pipe lines needed in the Sonoma Valley District. However the PSZ collection lines "L" and "P” have been totally overlooked and omitted in the DHE and DEIR analysis?



The PSZ capacity analysis has been evaluated in the context, of a framework of assumptions, that deny the existence of the capacity limitations and collection system physical problems.





Recommendations: 



Table 24: Water and Wastewater Availability by Service Area. Page APP-375



Move the PSZ proposed rezone sites from Category 2 to Category 3.

Likely inadequate as is, may require significant improvements.



A specific finding must be made by the responsible agencies, SCWA and PRMD, to determine the status of the existing capacity constraints and physical deficiencies in the PSZ collection lines "L" and "P”that restrict higher density land use plan amendments in the PSZ as follows:



1) the identified and reported conditions in the PSZ have been resolved and how they have been resolved.  ( PRMD should send a copy of the finding that the reported conditions in the PSZ have been resolved and how they have been resolved to Sonoma LAFCo to update their files on the PSZ.)



OR



2) the identified and reported conditions in the PSZ have not been resolved and how and when they will be resolved?



The Penngrove Specific Plan land use element allocated limited sewer hook ups on a parcel specific basis.  If the existing conditions have not been resolved and there is increased demand from the proposed rezoning the parcel specific sewer hook ups could be reallocated.  This would leave parcels with hook up entitlements unbuildable or people in existing homes not hooked up yet within the PSZ unable to hook up. In effect, it would be a de facto plan amendment.



If a statement or finding is not made given the long standing existing physical conditions of the PSZ collection system constraints and that it is close to it’s established estimated “full build out” capacity of 1300-1450 people at this time PRMD should pursue implementation of General Plan policy PF1b.  Consider moratoria on plan amendments and zoning changes in the PSZ to protect residents with parcel specific hook up entitlements who have not hooked up yet.



______________________________________________________________
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Attn: Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma 

2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, California 95403.

(707) 565-1391

eric.gage@sonoma-county.org

Permit Sonoma Rezoning Housing SItes for Housing Update - DEIR comments

The EIR consultant stated that the agency (SCWA) “did not provide any system information” for the PSZ and relied on the 2016 SCWA SSPM update.  

The 2016 SCWA SSPM sewer capacity evaluation only addresses constraints due to i/i sources but does not address the actual physical corrections needed as already identified in the SCWA 2002 PSZ update for PRMD’s GP DHE.

The 2016 SCWA SSMP analysis is an i/i study, a single purpose exercise intended to identify areas of storm water infiltration into the collection system and pose future remedies. In that sense it is uni-dimensional and not intended to be used as a systemic multi-dimensional, multi variant systemic analysis.

The SCWA SSPM 2016 does not take into consideration the established existing baseline data regarding the physical limitations of the trunk line collection system and estimated capacity constraint under full land use build out conditions as identified in the SCWA 2002 system capacity evaluation, notably the "required" replacement of line "L", and line "P. as already identified in SCWA’s 2002 PSZ system update for PRMD's proposed GP DHE (April 20, 2001)

The 1990 and SCWA's 2002 update have governed the limitations on any land use plan density increases in the PSZ since 1990. It established no extra hook ups for increased land use densities beyond what was established in the 1984 Penngrove Specific Plan and did not change during the 2020 County General Plan update and still exist to present day.  

The County has no records of any significant land use density amendments to the General Plan or the Penngrove Specific Plan to increase parcel densities in the PSZ since 1984, none. The same land use element densities used during the 2020 General Plan update are still in effect now.

During the 2020 General Plan update PRMD used the latest PSZ figures from SCWA for PRMD's proposed GP DHE (April 20, 2001)   SCWA reported - The current loading is calculated to be about 1,251 people based upon the current master list load of 471.29 ESDs using PRMD’s SFD factor of 2.655 persons per ESD factor.  For example: 471.29 ESDs X 2.655 persons per ESD = 1,251.12 people within the sewer district as of November 4, 2002.

The 2016 SCWA SSPM and PRMD DHE consultant used the 2016 ESD count of 517 ESDs, however SCWA's current 2021 ESD count is 550.  

The County land use element estimates a population of 1300-1450 people at full build out conditions under existing collection system conditions.  

Using PRMD's 2021 DHE EIR SFD factor of 2.6 people per ESD X 550 ESDs = 1430 people which is close to the maximum upper end of the limitations of 1300-1450 people for the existing system until the replacement of line "L", and line "P" as identified in the 1990 study, SCWA's 2002 study update, 2020 General Plan Housing Element, and LAFCo.

The 2016 SCWA SSMP states: "The PSZ currently has an Agreement with the City for the City to treat the equivalent volume of sewage for a maximum of 3,000 people. 2010 Census population: 2,522 people."  





However the "2010 Census population of 2,522 people" refers to the entire population in the Penngrove area outside the PSZ combined with the population inside the PSZ.  How many people did the 2016 SCWA SSMP analysis assume were within the PSZ in 2016?



The 2016 SCWA SSMP states: The PSZ was built in 1992 however the 1st capacity study was done in 1990, two years BEFORE it was built?  This is because the PSZ was built in 1975, not 1992!  

There is substantial evidence on the administrative record concerning reasonably foreseeable "worst case" existing condition limitations of the sewer line collection system constraint as indicated by PRMD's statement in Sonoma LAFCo's City of Petaluma MSR (Municipal Services Review). "PRMD reports that to meet future demand, the existing trunk sewer line between Penngrove and Petaluma will require replacement.”  “According to the PRMD’s calculations, the PSZ has adequate capacity ( maximum service capacity for 3,000 people ) with sewer line improvements." 

The cost of replacement of line "L", and line "P" has already been identified and included in SCWA's annual budget in the past.  However subsequently the budget item was withdrawn diverting the funding in favor of pursuing other (i/i) storm water infiltration projects.

In addition to the General Plan land use densities, existing, and future "build out" estimated population numbers were also reported in the original 1990 PSZ capacity study, and 2002 SCWA staff revision of the 1990 PSZ capacity study.  

The data used in PRMD's draft DHE EIR references the 2016 SCWA SSMP for the EIR capacity analysis.  However the 2016 SCWA SSMP does not cite the existing, and future estimated, "build out" population numbers based on the land use densities allowed in the General Plan.  If SCWA no longer follows its past practice of citing existing, and future estimated, "build out" population numbers than how many persons per ESD are assumed in the 2016 SSMP modeling analysis?  This is essential information for an analysis to properly evaluate the existing system capacity when commenting on an EIR. 

Does the SCWA SSPM 2016 update claim to establish a new, as of yet unidentified, population baseline over the prior Specific Plan land use element estimated amount of 1300-1450 people at full build out conditions?  

SCWA anticipates a more complete comprehensive systemic analysis of the PSZ will be available when the City of Petaluma and SCWA do the new joint comprehensive update some time in the future.  

 There are two separate build out scenarios for consideration within the PSZ:

1) Under the current land use Plan for 1300-1450 people at full build out with the PSZ existing conditions needing collection system improvements.



[bookmark: _GoBack]2) Future build out to the maximum allowable sewer capacity entitlement in Petaluma at the treatment plant for 3000 people AFTER sewer collection system improvements. 

The DHE EIR consultant notes: “The Penngrove sites may be viable if the capital improvement projects have been completed and it may require a revised agreement with the city of Petaluma for treatment”

1)    Specify exactly which capital improvement projects are needed?

2)    Specify revisions needed to the agreement with Petaluma for treatment? 

6.0 Recommendations, page 20: The DHE EIR consultants claim that “high-level analysis investigation … of the sewer system capacity and wastewater treatment capacity was performed, and continues “28 of the sites appear to have existing sewer infrastructure capacity in order to accomodate additional residential density due to the proposed re-zoning?

In the PSZ the DHE EIR consultant has conflated the wastewater treatment infrastructure in Petaluma available for the maximum allowable future sewer capacity entitlement for 3000 people at the treatment plant AFTER PSZ sewer collection system improvements … with the existing PSZ limited capacity of the collection system infrastructure under the current land use Plan for 1300-1450 people at full build out until the collection system improvements are completed. 

There should be a count of existing hook ups, an estimate of total hook ups needed for the land use plan FULL build out, plus a reserve capacity maintained to allow for failing septic systems in the future. This baseline information should be required before ANY serious consideration is given to the idea of having "any extra excess capacity" for additional unplanned for new DHE housing projects. 

PSZ ratepayers are entitled to know if there are any anticipated proposed land use changes being considered that could adversely impact their ability to hook up in the future to the sanitation system they finance. If there is any mishap due to mistakes in properly calculating the existing condition capacity who will be financially responsible for the damages and repairs to the system?  

Will developers of the DHE be required to post bond in case there are damages to the system?  Will the PRMD DHE EIR analysis specify who or what agency(s) will be financially liable if their proposed DHE experiment fails the PSZ system?

Given the long standing existing physical conditions of the PSZ collection system constraints and that it is close to it’s established estimated “full build out” capacity of 1300-1450 people RIGHT NOW, PRMD and SCWA staff should pursue implementation of General Plan policy PF1b, see attached, and consider moratoria on plan amendments and zoning changes in order to protect services to existing residents and entitlements to residents in the zone who have not hooked up yet.

Sonoma County General Plan Public Facilities and Services Policy PF-1b: Prepare or encourage the preparation of master plans or equivalent documentation for all wastewater management systems prior to approval of project facilities. Design and construct all facilities in accordance with General Plans of the applicable jurisdictions. In the event that a master plan or monitoring fails to show adequate facilities or supplies for planned growth, consider moratoria on plan amendments, zoning changes, building permits or other entitlements in order to protect services to existing residents. The minimum contents necessary for an adequate master plan or equivalent documentation are:  



(1)  Maps showing future service area boundaries,    

(2)  Forecasted growth that reflects all potential sources of future demand for facilities and the relationship to General Plan projections and limits,  

(3)  Projected service and facility needs,    

(4)  Estimated costs and revenues for needed improvements,    

(5)  System design parameters and assumptions,    

(6)  A program for water use reduction,    

(7)  A program to reduce storm water infiltration

(8)  A program to monitor and account for amendments of the General Plan Land Use Map over time.



Document attached: 

1) Penngrove Sewer Zone (PSZ) Capacity Study updated November 4, 2002 (SCWA) 



Thank you.



Rick Savel

Marin LAFCo Commission, public member 

Penngrove Area Plan Advisory Committee, co-chair 

P. O. Box 227, Penngrove, CA 94951 

Ph# 415-479-4466, no texting 

Email: SkyPilot4u2@yahoo.com 
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Attn: Eric Gage

Permit Sonoma 

2550 Ventura Avenue

Santa Rosa, California 95403.

(707) 565-1391

eric.gage@sonoma-county.org



Permit Sonoma Rezoning Housing SItes for Housing Update - DEIR comments



RE:  Penngrove Sewer Zone (PSZ) Capacity Study dated November 4, 2002 

updated by me, SCWA PSZ engineer David Grundman (retired)  



I noted several corrections to the Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton study of June,1990 with the conclusion that under the existing physical conditions the collection system did not have sufficient capacity to handle the expected land use build out. Please see the complete study attached.    



To my knowledge, nothing has been done to change the physical situation during the past 30 years. However, there has been yet another study done which, was updated September 2016.  From my experience, it does little good to do multiple studies and not address actual corrections to the existing problems.  



In the September 2016 SCWA PSZ SSMP updated study, there are a number of items that I would take issue with.  



SCWA SSMP Section 8: 



The Summary suggests that that the Penngrove system would benefit from continued I/I monitoring and lays out a good monitoring plan, however it does little to determine and identify where the existing identified physical problem areas are located and solving actual known physical problems.  



How will monitoring fix an already established previously identified physical problem at the known locations? The system is very old and is in need of repairs in order to reduce I/I, a major cause of overflows and inadequate capacity.  





System Evaluation:  second page, first paragraph, suggests that securing manhole covers (this will likely lead to backflows into homes/businesses) and temporarily diverting flows.  Where do they plan to divert the flows to? ( It appears to me that this section may have been written by someone(s) lacking actual experience in the operation of a sewer system.) 



SCWA SSMP Section 9: 



While this section does layout a good monitoring plan, it does little to determine where the problem areas are located.  It is not likely that monitoring flows will serve any purpose at this time, lacking normal storm patterns. 



It appears that there is a lot of resources being spent on studies and very little on actually solving the already identified existing conditions and problems.  



David Grundman (SCWA retired)

Email: dave_pat_1999@yahoo.com



Attachment: Penngrove Sewer Zone (PSZ) Capacity Study dated November 4, 2002



E-Mail may contain confidential information that is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. Sections 2510-2521, and is legally privileged.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. 
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SUMMARY 


PENNGROVE 
SEWER CAPACITY STUDY 


By David Grundman November 4, 2002 


The Penngrove sewage collection capacity was analyzed based upon the current flow rates 
projected to build out and then included the proposed additional loading from the Sonoma 
County General Plan - Draft Housing Element. It was found that the existing collection system 
is not adequate to handle build out flows from the sanitation zone. 


Three reaches of the collection system appear to be inadequate. When the additional loadings 
from the Draft Housing Element are 100% applied, then the situation becomes worse. Two of 
the reaches will need to be upgraded even under the current projected buildout plan. The 
current flow rates are handled by the collection system and the addition of the proposed Draft 
Housing Element will not tax the collection system under current flow conditions. 


PURPOSE 


The purpose of this study is to evaluate only the sewer capacity of the Penngrove collection 
system based upon current flow data and current zoning with proposed changes. Those 
changes are suggested in the Draft Housing Element of the Sonoma County General Plan, April 
20,2001. 


DOCUMENTS 


Exhibit A: Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton (KlJ/C) completed a sewer capacity study in June of 1990. 
Corrections were made to reflect current flow rates and zoning. ' 


Exhibit B: Sonoma County General Plan - Draft Housing Element (DHE), April 20, 2001, 
December 17, 2001 revisions, excerpts relative to Penngrove. It appears that a total of 55 units 
are proposed with about 34 being additional units. 


Exhibit C: Master list for Penngrove listing all of the sewer connections dated 10-17-01 for a 
total of 471.29 ESDs. 


Exhibit D: An old document dated September 4, 1992 showing a calculation for the average drY 
weather flow (ADWF)/ESD to be 236 gpd/ESD. This number may have come down over the 
years due to water conservation, but there are no current meter readings available for 
Penngrove. 


Exhibit E: A partial set of plans for the Penngrove collection system along with capacity 
calculations for each reach. 
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Exhibit F: A series of spreadsheets, which analyze the expected flows at buildout with and 
without the DHE included. 


BACKGROUND 


The sewage from this system is pumped to Petaluma for treatment under an agreement, which 
currently limits the connected load to the equivalent of 3,000 people. The current loading is 
calculated to be about 1,251 people based upon the current masterlist load of 471.29 ESDs and 
the 2.655 persons per ESD as shown in Exhibit B. 


J/KIC completed a sewer capacity study in May of 1988. The study formed a basis for this 
current study. The J/KIC study contains two errors for the capacity of Lines E and N. The line E 
error was for the slope of the line, which when corrected did not change the ability of the 
collection system to handle additional loading. 


Line. N is a different matter. This line is actually composed of two 6-inch lines used for siphons. 
It appears that the cross sectional area of the two pipes was totaled and an equivalent pipe 
used to produce the capacity calculation. The correct method would be to simply add the 
capacity of each separate line together instead of attempting an equivalent pipe.. The end 
result, including an adjustment for the n.factor, is that Line N has an actual capacity of 0.52. 
MGD instead of 1.18 MGD shown in the study. 


The J/KIC study paints out two other reaches that appear to be in need of upgrading in orderto. 
carry the total build out flows. They are known as lines P and L in the J/KIC study. 


ANALYSIS 


The KlJ/C study was corrected directly per the notes above. This information was then entered 
into a series of spreadsheets (Exhibit F), which developed the peak wet weather flow (PWWF) 
with and without the DHE. Spreadsheet #9 shows where the DHE comes from. This 
information is then routed to Spreadsheets #1 and #2, which develop the (ADWF) as a basis. 


The PWWF is then developed in spreadsheets #3 and #4 by adding the 1&1 to the ADWF 
(increased by a wet weather factor ranging from 4.5 to 5). 


Spreadsheet #5 and #6 are a summary comparison of the PWWF to the sewer capacity. The 
spreadsheets suggest that capacity is already limited in three reaches of the collection system. 
Spreadsheet#5 indicates that the siphon located in.reach point 5-13 (area N) will be short about 
15 ESDs under Current buildout conditions. Additional study may show that this will not be a 
problem. It appears that the KlJ/C study may have simply used a straight pipeline analysis to 
determine the capacity of the siphon instead of a siphon analysis. 


Two other reaches for areas P and L are also short on capacity under the same conditions. 
Areas P and L where also pointed out in the KlJ/C study as being short on capacity. 


A comparison between spreadsheets #5 and #6 show that the addition of the DHE units will just 
make things worse as can be expected. The proposed DHE units are located above the areas 
P and L, which are the two lowest reaches of the collection system; therefore moving the DHE 
units to another reach will not accomplish anything. 
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Spreadsheets #7 and #8 show that the two lowest reaches (areas P and L) can accommodate 
the additional loading from the DHE units under current flow conditions. An overloading of the 
two lower reach.es is expected some time in the future unless additional capacity is developed. 
This can take the form of greater water conservation, parallel lines, or direct replacement of 
some existing lines. It is unlikely that Area N (the siphon) will be able to accommodate the 
additional loading from the DHE units without further study. 


CONCLUSION 


The Penngrove collection system does not appear to have sufficient capacity to handle the 
expected build out loading under current zoning conditions along three reaches of the system. 
Capacity improvements are required just to meet the current buildout plan. The additional load 
from the DHP cannot be handled without capacity improvements. 


SOWflr CapacIty study 
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Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton 


4 June 1990 


Mr. K. Giovannetti 
Senior Civil Engineer 
Sanitation Division 
County of Sonoma 
575 Administration Drive 
Room 117A 
Santa Rosa, CA . 95403 


Subject: Penngrove (CSA #19) Sewer System Capacity Study 
K/J/C 900010.00 


Dear Mr. Giovannetti: 


Marathon Plaza, Tenth Floor 
303 Second Street 


·San Francisco, CaHforn1a 94107 
415·362·6065 


We have .completed the sewer system capacity study for the· Penngrove area in 
accordance with our Agreement. The enclosed report describes the work 
performed, and presents our conclusions and recommendations. Twenty-five. 
copies are furnished. 


We have enjoyed working with you, Larry Brown, and John Sciborski on this 
study. The analysis was done by Jill Bicknell and Kerwin Allen of our' office, 
under my direction. If we can provide any further assistance on this matter, 
please call. 


Very truly yours, 


KENNEDY/JENKS/CHILTON 


Daniel F. Seidel, P.E. 
Project Manager 


DFS/kadWPC1l3 


Enclosure 
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INTRODUCTION 
Background 


County Service Area No. 19 (CSA 19) provides sewer service to the 
community of Penngrove. The community is located in central Sonoma 
County along the Highway 101 corridor, within the Rohnert Park-Cotati 
planning area. A land use plan map is presented on Figure 1. 


Penngrove is·a community of primarily urban and rural residential land 
uses, with some commercial and industrial areas along Old Redwood 
Highway. Its population was estimated at 800 in 1980, and projected to 
increase to 900 in 1990 and 1,400 by the year 2005.. It is surrounded by 
rural residential development areas which are beginning to be developed. 


In order to be abl e to respond to' requests for new sewer servi ces, the 
Sonoma County Department of Public Works (the County) retained 
Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton to perform a sewer system capacity study and 
estimate the available capacity in the existing sewer system'. 
Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton was authorized to perform the study per Agreement 
with the County dated 30 November 1989 and to begin work on 29 January',' 
1990. 
Objectives 


The study involved an evaluation of the Penngrove sewer system with the 
following objectives: 


1. Determine the system capacity required.to serve the 
"build-out" population of CSA 19 allowed by the 1989 General 
Plan within the existing service area boundaries; 


. 2. Determine the residual capacity available in each pipe line at 
ultimate build-out·conditions. 


The results of the study provide the County with 
respond to requests for annexations or increases 
densities. 


information to help 
i n popu 1 at ion 


" 
METHODOLOGY 


Sources of Information 


The following information was obtained from the County for use in this 
study: . 


1. Sonoma County General Plan - Land Use Element and.Public 
Facilities and Services Element, Sonoma County Planning 
Department, adopted 2f March 1989; . 


2. Land Use Pl an Map: Rohnert Park-Cotati and Envi rons ,Sonoma' 
County General Plan, adopted 23 March 1989; 
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3. Sonoma County Assessor's Parcel Maps; 


4. Sanitation User Inventory Master List, prepared by Sonoma 
County Public Works Department, dated 27 October 1989; 


5. Construction Drawings, County Service Area No. 19, Wastewater 
Collection and Pumping Facilities Project C-06-1112, Sheets 
G-l, C-l throughC-47, February 1977. 


Peaking factors for wastewater flows were obtained from Figure 4 of 
Design and Construction of Sanitary and Storm Sewers, American Society 
of Civil Engineers, Manuals and Reports on Engineering Practice, No. 37, 
1969. The selected peaking factor curve is reproduced on Figure 2 of 
this report. 


Method of Approach 
The methodology used to estimate the available capacity in the Penngrove 
sewer system is' described below: 


1. A map of the eXisting sewer system was superimposed on a 
composite of the assessor's parcel maps and divided into 15 
major sewer lines of relatively uniform di'ameter and slope. 
The boundaries of the contributing areas to each line were 
determined and the size of each area in acres was estimated, 
using information from the assessor's maps and the 
construction drawings. (Note that the size of a contributing 
area equals the sum of the areas of its individual parcels and 
does not include street and road areas.) 


2. The estimated average dry weather flow (ADWF) from each 
contributing area was calculated as follows. The existing 
wastewater flows were determined from the County's sanitation 
user inventory master list of equivalent single dwellings 
(ESDs) on each developed parcel in the service area. Future 
flows from undeveloped parcels were estimated based on the 
maximum density allowed by the land uses specified in the 
General Plan (Figure 1) and unit flow rates associated with 
those uses (see Design Criteria). Estimated flows from all 
parcels in a contributing area, were summed to compute the 
total ADWF from each area. Area ADWFs are presented in 
Table 1. 


3. The total (or cumulative) ADWF for each pipe line was 
estimated by adding ADWFs from all upstream lines to the ADWF 
of the contributing area to that line (see Table 2). ' 


4. Peak dry weather flows (PDWFs) for each pipe line .were . 
estimated by applying a peaking factor to the cumulative ADWF 
for that line. The peaking factor was selected from a graph 
of peaking factors versus population (Figure 2). To use the 
graph, an equivalent population associated with the cumulative 
ADWF of a particular line was calculated, based on the ESD 


IJPr,,-:t 2 . 900010 







) 


l ) 


flow rate and an average household size of approximately 2.7 
persons (from the County General Plan, Land Use Element, Table 
LU-ll). The cumulative AOWF multiplied by the peaking factor 
yielded the cumulative POWF (see Table 2). 


5. Wet weather infiltration/inflow (1/1) was computed on a gallon 
per day per acre (gpad) basis. The estimated 1/1 from each· 
contributing area was summed to produce a cumulative 1/1 for 
each pipe line. The cumulative 1/1 was added to the 
cumulative POWF to obtain the peak wet weather flow (PWWF) for 
each 1 ine (see Table 2) .. The estimated PWWF represents the 
total ·capacity required in a given line to adequately serve 
the needs of its contributing service area. 


6. The design capacity of each pipe 1 ine was computed using 
Manning's equation for open channel fl ow .. Since pipe capacity 
is controlled by slope, the minimum slope of the line was used 
to compute the capacity of the line if the entire line was not 
of constant slope.· The pi pe characteri sti cs and computed 
design capacities are presented in Table 3. 


7. The final step was to subtract the PWWF from the computed 
design capacity to determine the available capacity, in each 
line. The results of these computations are presented in the 
last columns of Table' 2. The available capacities are . 
expressed in million gallons per day (MGO) and in equivalent 
single dwell ings (ESOs). A negative result indicates that the 
line has insufficient capacity for peak wet weather flows 
under ·build-out conditions. 


A map of the Penngrove sewer system showing the 15 designated pipe lines 
and contributing areas is presented on Figure 3. . 


Design Criteria 


. For estimating existing AOWFs, a value of 220 gallons per day (gpd) per 
ESO was used. This value Was estimated by the County Publ icWorks 
Department .based on actual wastewater flow data collected during the 
period July through October 1989, and is higher th.an the 181 gpd per ESO 
used in the General Plan revision of 1989. For estimating future AOWFs 
from undeveloped parcel s, the foll owi ng unit flow rates were assumed for 
each specified land use on Figure 1: 


1. Residential (UR and RR): 1 ESO (220 gpd) per unit, assuming 
maximum density (in whole units) 


2. Commercial (Limited and General): 600 gpad 
3. Industrial (Limited): 800 gpad 
4. Quasi-Public (Schools and Parks): 220 gpd per ESO value 


assigned·by Sanitation User Inventory Master List 


Ultimate build-out was used to evaluate the worst case hydraulic 
condition for the system. It is not anticipated that the General Plan 
population of 1,400 for the year 2005 will be exceeded. 
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Peak 1/1 rates were assumed to be 800 gpad, regardless of land use. 
Flowing full capacities of pipe reaches were computed using Manning's 
equation, assuming an "nn value of 0.013 for transite (asbestos 
concrete) pipe. 


RESULTS 
Average Dry Weather Flows 


The computation of ADWFs at the ultimate build-out condition is 
presented in Table 1. The estimated total AOWF generated from the 
service area is approximately 151,000 gallons per day. 


Peak Wet Weather Flows 


The computations of cumulative AOWFs, cumulative POWFs, contributions 
'from 1/1 and cumulative PWWFs are presented in Table 2. The cumulative 
PDWF for the entire system is approximately 0.70 MGO. The cumulative 
1/1 for the system is estimated to be approximately 0.32 MGO, bringing 
the total cumulative PWWF to 1.0 MGO. 


At the request of the County, an 1/1 rate of 800 gpad was used to 
, calculate cumulative 1/1 and PWWFs. Based on this assumption, total 1/1 


represents about 30 percent of the peak wet weather flow. This 
assumption may be conservative, given that the sewer system is only 13 


,years old and that local groundwater level s are typically below the pipe 
inverts. However, this rate is probably appropriate for a future 
condition of ultimate build-out and a somewhat deteriorated sewer 
system. 
Sewer System Capacity 


The flowing-full capacity of each sewer line was computed and presented 
,in Table 3. These capacities were then transferred to Table 2 and 
compared to the estimated cumulative PWWFs to determine the available 
capacity of each line. In most cases, sewers were designed using a 
slope that would achieve a minimum self-cleansing velocity of 
approximately 2 feet per second. 


In Table 2, available capacity is expressed in MGO and in ESOs (by 
dividing the' available capacity in gpd by 220). Available ESOs 
represent the excess capacity in the sewer line above the capacity 
required to serve build-out in the area served by each line. Build-out 
is calculated using densities allowed in the General Plan. 


The computations indicate that all lines have sufficient capacity for 
peak wet weather flows at ultimate build-out except the two most 
downstream sections, line P (from point 13 to point 9) and line L (point' 
9 to point 10). The flowing-full capacities of lines P and L appear to 
be less than required capacity by 0.06 and 0.24 MGD, respectively. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The analysis of the Penngrove (CSA 19) sewer system capacity and the 
estimated peak flows under ultimate build-out conditions indicates that 
the existing sewer system has sufficient capacity for future flows in 
the upper reaches of the sewer system. However, two reaches of the main 
trunk sewer (shown as lines Land P on Figure 3) connecting the upper 
reaches to the pump station have inadequate capacity for build-out 
conditions. Line L causes the most severe restriction due to its flat 
(minimum) slope and limits system capacity to 0.78 mgd. 


Replacing the existing 10-inch diameter pipes in lines Land P with 
12-inch diameter pipes or constructing a relief sewer will be necessary 
to meet build-out conditions within the CSA. No excess capacity exists 
to serve areas outside of the CSA, unless the two lines are replaced. 


Based on these conclusions, the following recommendations are made: 


• The County should continue to monitor seWer system flows to verify 
I/I rates and unit ESD flow rates. 


Lines Land P should be replaced'when approaching their 0.78 mgd 
capacity. Installation of 12-inch diameter pipes will increase 
capacity to 1.02 mgd, matching the estimated build-out flow. 


Consideration should be given to installing IS-inch diameter pipes 
for these lines if it is contemplated that areas outside the CSA 
boundaries win be annexed in the future. 
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CONTRI BUTARY 


TABLE 1. 
PENNGROVE SEWER CAPACITY STUOY 


ESTIMATED AVERAGE DRY WEATHER FLOWS, 
MAXIMUM BUILD-OUT CONDITION 


EQUIV. 
ULTIMATE 


ADWF 
AREA GENERAL AREA SINGLE DWELLINGS (GPO) TOTAL AOWF 


TO LINE PLAN (AC) (ESC.) (1) TO LINE 


A· 


B 


c 


D 


E 


F 


G 


H 


J 


K 


L 


M 


N 


P 


TOTALS 


NOTE: 
1) 


2) 


UR-1 
UR-2 
UR-4 


UR-1 


UR-1 
UR-2 


LIM. IND 


UR-1 


UR-l 
UR-2 


UR-1 
UR-2 


GEN. COMM. 


UR-Z 
LIM. COMM. 


UR-1 
UR-6 
UR-Z 
QUASI 


GEN. COMM. 
LIM. COMM. 


UR·1 
UR-2 


LIM. COMM. 
LIM. IND. 


QUASI 


·RR·2 


RR-2 
GEN. COMM. 


UR·2 
RR-2 


UR-4 
LIM. COMM. 


QUASI 


RR·2 


27.0 
21.4 
11.7 


42.8 


27 
42 
44 


42 


5.2 5 
14.5 28 
16.5 NOT APPLICABLE 


21.6 


7.8 
4.7 


1:2 
26.5 
2.8 


21 


7 
8 


1 
52 


NOT APPLICABLE 


14.4 2B 
8.5 NOT APPLICABLE 


B.4 
13.2 
4.3. 
7.3 
2.2 
3.4 


18.2 
21.3 
4.3 
2.0· 
2.3 


4_8 


B 
7B 
8 
6 (2) 


NOT APPLICABLE 
NOT APPLICABLE 


18 
42 


NOT APPLI CABLE 
NOT APPLI CABLE 


1 (2) 


2 


1_5 1 
0.90 NOT APPLICABLE 


6.5 
21.2 


12 
10 


11.4 44 
1.6 NOT APPLICABLE 
5.5 3 (2) 


0.0 . NOT APPLICABLE 


36.7 18 


403.6 


5940 
9240 
9680 


9240 


1100 
6160 


13200 


4620 


1540 
1760 


220 
11440 
1680 


6160 
5100 


1760 
17160 
1760 
1320 
1320 
2040 


3960 
9240 
2580 
1600 
220 


440 


220 
540 


2640 
2200 


9680 
960 
660 


o 


3960 


Based on ESC flow rate of 220 gpd/unit for r_esidential areas, 
600 gpad for coomerci.al areas, and 800 gpad for industrial areas. 


24,860 


9,240 


20,460 


.4,620 


3,300 


13,340 


. ",260 


25,360 


17,600 


440 


760 


4,840 


11,300 


o 


3,960 


151,340 


ESC for obtained fram sanitary User Inventory Master List. 







LINE 
NO 


A 


B 


M 


c 


D 


• 
J 


N 


P 


F 


G 


NOTES: 


I I FROM TO 
I POUlT POINT 


I 
I , 


4 


12 


3 


11 


14 


15 


7 


, 
5 


13 


B 


16 


4 


12 


, 
11 


, 
15 


7 


6 


13 


13 


9 


16 


9 


INCR 


AI'"' (GPD) 
(1) 


24,860 


9,240 


25,360 


11,300 


20,460 


17,600 


4,620 


3,30q 


760 


440 


o 


3,960 


13,340 


11,260 


CUM 
CUMULATIVE ECU1V 


AD"' 
(GPD) 


2li,860 


9,240 


34,600 


45,900 


20,460 


38,060 


4,620 


7,920 


8,680 


" 


70,760 


121,900 


13,340 


24,600 


POP 
(2) 


305 


425 


563 


251 


467 


,7 


97 


107 


579 ... 
1,496 


164 


302 


1,857 


TABLE 2 
PENNGROVE SE"b'ER CAPACIty·STUDY 


ESTIMATED PEAK flOWS AND AVAILABLE CAPACITY 


PEAKING CUMULATIVE Ji.ICR 
FACTOR 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


5.0 


·4.8 


5.0 


5.0 


4.6 


PD\.IF 
(HGO) 


0.124 


0.046 


0.173 


0.230 


0.102 


0.190 


0.023 


0.040 


0.043 


0.236 


0.354 " 


0.585 


0.067 


0.123 


0,696 


AREA 
(ACRES) 


60.1 


42.8 


38.a 


18.5 


36.2 


4B.l 


21.6 


12.5 


Z.4 


4.8 


0.0 


36.7 


30.5 


22.9 


27.7 


PEAK 
III 


01.130) 
(4) 


D.04B" 


0.034 


0.031 


0.015 


0.029 


0.038 


0."017 


0.010 " 


0.002 


0.004 


0.000 


0.029 


0.024 


0.018 


0.022 


CUM 
1/1 


(MGD) 


0.048 


0.034 


0.06? 


0.080 


0".029 


0.067 


0.017 


0.027 


0.029 


0.100 


0.128 


0.257 


0.024 


0.042 


0.323 


CUHULAT-lVE I 
PWf I 


(HGD) I 
1 


0.172 1 


1 
0.080 I 


I 
0.236. I 


1 
0.310 1 


1 
0.131 1 


I 
0.258 I 


I 
0.040 I 


I 
0.067 1 


I 
0.073 1 


1 
0.336 I 


I 
0.482 I 


1 
0.843 1 


1 
0.091 1 


I 
0.165 1 


1 


LINE 
CAPACITY AVAILA!lLE AVAILABLE I 


(MGO) CAPACITY EQUIV. I L1I1E 
(5) (HOO) ESD I NO 


0.500 0.328 


0.500 0.420 


0.500 0.262 


0.500 0.190 


0.500 0.369 


0.500 0.242 


0.360 0.320 


0.500 " 0.433 


0.500 0.427 


0.500 0.164 


"'-..c. ;,,tJ J..16U-- 0.698 


0.780 -0.063 .' 
0.360 O",Z6't 


0.500 0.335 


I 
1,490 I 


I 
1,908 I 


I 
1,190 I 


I 
866 1 


1 
1,676 1 


I 
1,101 I 


I 
1,454 I 


I 
1,969 I 


1 
1,943 I 


1 
746 I 


I 
3,173 I 


I 
o 1 


1 
l;Z24 1 


I 
1,523 I 


1 


, 


• 


D 


E 


, 


P 


G 


. 0 I 1.019 1 0.780 -0.239 


I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 9 


1)f"mT,bLel 92, ilJf37GfL FfMtYliJ05:: ;l7'3;kWIij>,# -I-1C>6 -;1.tOG!>;f/ 
2)8ased on an ESD flail rate of 220 gpd and an averege of 2.7 persons per simiLe dwelLing " z;<5& ..R»L".JDilJr 


10 4,640 151,340 


3)'"m 'ig"" 2 7071'L AtJl/ f- GSJ) = '7-& 
l7;e.sr U" : ?b eJ/? 72> .--1=. j4;,H-C/f{7 4)llased on an assumed 1/1 of 800 gpad'/ 
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LINE FROM 
DESIGNATION POINT 


LINE A 


LINE B , 
LINE H 4 


LINE H 12 


LINE C 3 


LINE 1 " 
LINE 0 14 


LINE E 15 


LINE K 7 


LINE .J 6 


LINE N 


.LINE P 13 


LINE F • 
UNf G 16 


LINE l 9 


NOTE: 


TO 
POINT 


5 


4 


12 


5 


" 
6 


15 


7 


6 


13 


13 


9 


16 


9 


10 


TABLE :3 
PENNGROVE SEWER CAPACITY STUDY 


ESTIMATED CAPACITY OF SEJ./ER LINES 


DIAl! 
(IN) TYPE 


8 TRANSITE 


8 TRANSITE 


8 TRANSITE 


8 TRANSITE' 


S' TRANSITE 


B TRAHSITE 


6 TRANSITE 


fI TRANSITE 


8 TRANSITE 


8 TRANSlTE 


(2x6) TRANSITE 


10 TRANSITE 


6 TRANSrTE 


8 TRANSITE 


10 TRANSITE 


SlOPE 
(F.T/H) 


(1) 


0.0040 


AREA 
(FT2) 


0.35 


0.0040 0.35 


0 .. 0040 0.35 


0.0040 0.35 


0.0B40 0.35 


0.0040 0.35 


0.0100 0.20 


0.35 


0.0040 0".35 


"'0 
Jtl.[)lUS 


0.167 


0.167 


0.167 


0.161 


0.167 


0.167 


0.125 


0.167 


0.167 


'n' 
vALUE 


0.013 


0.013 


0.013 


0.013 


0.013 


0.013 


0.013 


0.013 


0.013 


ESTlMA.TED 
CAPACITY 


(HGD) 


0.50 


0.50 


0.50 


0.50 


0.50 


0.50 


0.36 


.......---
0.50 


0.0040 0.35 0.167 0.013 0 50 
. DOb 0'P .. 2- rc." PIP;;' jl!r" W/WtU, ..tPIj2.t)fVH 


Q (f§) .....,.--P. rJ-. 
.Ol't Fd-!- elF 


0.0030 0.55 0.20B 0.013 0.78 


0.0100 0.20 0.125 0.013 0.36 


0.0040 0.35 0.167 0.013 0.50 


0.0030 0.55 0.20B 0.013 0.76 


1) Represents minimun slope of pipe sections in eaeh line. foIost pipes I-Iere designed at 
minirrun slope, i.e. that slope I-Ihieh I-Iould, maintain a flowing-full velocity of 
approximately 2 ft/see. 
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7.3.8 . Penngrove 
Water service in the Penngrove area is provided by the Penngrove Water Company (Pwq, 
while sewer service is provided by the City of Petaluma under contract to the Penngrove 
Sanitation Zone (PSZ). The PWC provides service within the Urban Service Boundary, to <! 
few scattered parcels on the west side of the Urban Service Boundary, and to the Cannon 
Manor subdivision .. 


Water Service. PWC has water service from the SCWA. PWC staff "doesn't know" if . 
they have sufficient supply to serve the holding capacity of the General Plan Land Use 
Map, which was 189 units in 1990. Future ability to increase service will depend on 
the ability of SCWA to increase diversions of Russian River water. 


Sewer Service. The contract for sewer service with the City of Petaluma has a service 
area population cap of 3,000 persons. Service is currently provided to 460 ESDs 
(equivalent single family dwellings), Averaging the 1990 household sizes of the two 
CenslTs tracts in which Penngrove is located yields an average household size 
persons, yielding a current service area population of 1,220 persons. Subtracting (220 
from 3,000 suggests that the service area could accommodate an additional 670 
housing units at the 1990 average household size. Since 189 units remain to be built 
under 1990 holding capacity estimates, it appears that sufficient capacity exists to serve 
the population anticipated by the General Plan Land Use Map. 


7.3.9 R.ussian River 
Urban water and sewer service in the lower Russian River area are provided by the 
Sweetwater Springs Water District (SSWD) and the Russian River County Sanitation District 
(RRCSD). The service areas of the two entities are very different, with the SSWD service 
area encompassing a large area that is outside the service area of the RRCSD. The RRCSD 
service area is coterminous with the General Plan Urban Service Boundary, and includes 
the communities of Guerneville and Rio Nido, plus the intervening area along the Russian 
River. . 


Water Service. AccordingJoSSWQstaff, the District has water rights to 1,214 acre-feet 
per year, with 147.32 acre-feet per year available to serve new connections. Current 
average demand per connection is 4,048 gallons per month, with no peaking issues due 
to adequate storage. Therefore, the SSWD could serve an additional 988 connections at 
the average demand rate. Since the 1990 holding capacity of the General Plan Land 
Use Map for the Urban Service Area allowed for 636 additional residential units, it 
appears that the SSWD could serve all residential development allowed by the General 
Plan within the Urban Service Area. However, the potential for additional demand 


. originating outside the boundaries of the Urban Service Area is unknown, as is the 
potential for commerciallindustrial redevelopment. 


Sewer Service. Staff of the RRCSD has stated: 'We will be able to provide sanitary 
sewer service for the [RRCSD] assuming the existing urban service boundary and land 
use identified in the existing General Plan do not change. Changesto the General Plan 
may require changes to our facilities plan to accommodate any potential increase in 
treatment plant, storage, or disposal ca)Jacity." 
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Sonoma County Urban Service Area 
Housing Site Inventory 
With Availability of Water and Sewer Services 


KEY, 


Table rA 


(1) "10#" identifios the subject property on the Urban S8fVice Area Maps. "APN" means Auessor Purc:el Numb«. (3) "Units Base" means tM numb« r.l housing units required 
by mapped density. (4) "GP Den." means the mapped General Plan re5idential density in units per acre. (5) See Ield 101' mNning of"State Density Bonus," "HOUSing Opportunity 
A" and "Housing Opportunity Co" (6) For Wilterand sewer service, "yes" means provider ha$ capacities rated "Mara Than Adequat.," "AdBqwte" or"Adequate WIth Concerns" H 
shown In Table 7.6 Ind text. (7) "T" means total units; -vt." means Very loW Income; "l" means tow Income, "M" means modelEe Income endOW means above moderate income. 


UM 
Housing Opportunity A Housing 


Urban S.rvice U,,,, ..., 
Site# Map 10# """"" .A.r9a APN;t ..... .... U,m; GP [len Zoning T VL L AM T VL 


1 9 V_'" GeyservUie (S 140-160-011 1.11 , 0 UR 4.8 R1 B6 4.8DUlAC 0 0 0 0 13 2 
2 10 Vleant RR (7) 060-250-02. 5.74 22 0 UR • R1 B64DU/AC 0 0 0 0 54 8 


11 060-250-025 
3 12 Vacant RR 070-070-G40 1.38 , 0 UR • R1 B64DU/AC 0 0 0 0 16 2 
4 13 Vacant RR 070-160-018 '.58 14 0 UR • R1 B64DUlACF1f2SRBR 0 0 0 0 " • 5 " Vacant RR 070.180-005 1.32 , 0 UR , R1 B64DU/AC • • • • 15 2 
6 " Vacant RR (7) 070-200-011 1.70 , 0 UR 4 R1 B64DUIAC 0 0 0 0 19 2 
7 1B Vaeant Bod .. 1 100-180-022 4.00 ,. 0 UR • R1 CO B6 4DUlAC • 0 0 0 44 5 
8 48 UnderutiHzed Bod Bay 1 100-200-037 1:92 7 1 UR 4 R1 CC R6 4DUIAC 0 0 , 0 22 3 


4B 1-40-15()..001 • 50· Undenltillzed _"(3) 1-40-150-004 '.94 18 , UR 4.8 R1 B8 4.8DU/AC 0 0 0 0 45 8 
51 t50-150-008 


10 52 UndeMIllzed :'Penngrove ·047-164-006 3.41 13 1 UR 4 R1 B64DU/AC 0 0 0 0 .38 4 
11 54 Underutillzed RR 069-280-043 2.00 • .1 UR , R1 B64DUlAC 0 0 0 0 22 , 
12 55 UnderulUlzed RR (8) 07().(l10-005 7 1 UR • R1 B64DU/AC • 0 0 0 21 3 
13 50 Underufllized RR (7) 071_ 2.98 11 1 UR 4 R1864DUlAC 0 0 0 0 33 4 


" ., Underulillzed RR( 071-140-017 3.16 12 1 UR , R1 86 4DUlACF1F2 BR 0 0 0 0 35 • 
15 58 Underullllzed RR{8 071-250-008 1.87 7 , UR • R1 86 4DUlAC F2 0 0 0 0 21 3 ,. " Undenmllzed Son Vall 11 Q54.381.o10 1.26 5 1 UR • R1 as 4DU/ACF2SDBR 0 0 0 0 14 2 
17 " Underutilized Son Valley (11) 054-381.()11 1.38 , 1 UR 4 R1 B6 4DUlACSD 0 0 0 0 " 2 


C:11a.TnT.o.1 42.81 '" " 0 0 0 , 
UR' 


Hou . Op ,. A Housing 
Um.nS8Nice U,'" ""'" 


rom C 


L M 
6 , 


31 25 


8 6 
2. 1B 
7 , 


10 7 
22 17 
11 8 


22 17 


" 15 
11 8 
10 • 
" 13 
17 14 
10 8 
7 5 
8 , 


,. C 


SW MopIOJ ..... ANa (Mapt) APN. ,."... .... Units op"," Zonina T Vl L "" T Vl L • 
18 17 Vacant 0_ 130-1·65-001 1.12 , 0 UR , R1865DUfAC • 0 0 0 13 2 , , 
19 1. Vacant SR 043-<141_ 1.26 , 0 UR , R1 8650UlAC 0 0 0 0 14 2 7 , 
20 2<l Vacant SR 125-042.015 ,.55 17 0 UR , R1 B65DUIAC 0 0 0 0 40 • 20 " 21 21 Vacant Larldield (5) 039-025-<143 1.92 • 0 UR 5 R1 S65DU/AC 0 0 0 0 2' , 11 8 
22 2' Vacant San Vall 12) 1.07 , • UR , R1 86 5DU/ACF2BR o· 0 0 0 12 2 , 4 


23 23 Vacant SonV.1 (12 056-481-032 2.09 10 0 UR 5 R1865DU/AC 0 0 0 0 23 , 11 • 
2' 2' Vacant Son Vall (12) 058690-<J08 1.22 , 0 UR 5 R1 8650UIAC > • 0 0 0 14 2 7 , 
25 26 Veeant Son Valley (12 133-150-038 1.37 , 0 UR , R1 S65DUIACF2BR 0 0 0 0 " 2 8 , 


hein 74c.xis 


W,,", 5_, 
Available? Available? 


Y .. Yes 


y" y" 
Yes 


Y .. Yes 
Yes 
Yes 


Yes Yes 
y" Yes 


W_ S ...... 


Available? Available? 
Yes Yes 
Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes Yes 
Yes y" 
y" 
y" y" 







Table.A 


26 61 Undenrtllized Graton 4 130-101-037 1.15 5 1 UR 5 R1 8650U/AC 0 0 0 0 13 2 , 5 y" y" 
Zl 62 Undenrtillzed Graton (4) 130-14s.003 1.00 5 1 UR 5 R1 8SSDU/AC 0 0 0 0 11 2 5 4 y" y" 
2. " Und"rutllized GJa\on 4) 130-294-016 1.01 5 1 UR 5 R1 SIlSDU/AC 0 0 0 0 12 2 , 4 y" y" 
29 54 Underutllized Larkfield (5) 039-025-019 1.02 5 1 UR 5 R188S0UfAC 0 0 0 0 12 2 , 4 y" y" 


I 30 65 Underutllized Larkfield (5) 039-380-01& 1.51 7 1 UR 5 R1 8650UfAC 0 0 0 0 17 2 9 6 y" Yes 
31 " Underutillzed Larkfield (5) 039-3S0-026 1.09 5 1 UR 5 R1 86SDUfAC 0 0 0 0 12 2 • 4 y" Yes 
32 67 Underutillzed Larkfield 5) 039-380-027 1.04 5 2 UR 5 R1865DU/AC 0 0 0 0 12 2 , , y" Yes 
33 71 Underutllized SR 9) 125-301.{)43 1.71 • 1 UR 5 R1855DUfAC 0 0 0 0 19 2 10 7 y" Yes 


18 043-041_ 
25 125-501-007 


34 .. V_ntand 043-041.001 
69 Und&ru!ilized SR (9) 043-041-<l34 24.41 118 12 UR 5 R1 B6SDUIAC 0 0 0 0 2n " 136 106 Yfi y" 
72 125-451-002 
T.l 125-451..oog 


·74 1250501..(121 
35 75 Underutllized Scm Valley (12) 052·211-045 1.76 • 1 UR 5 R18S5DUfAC 0 0 0 0 20 2 10 • Yes y" 
36 7S Underutillzed Son Valley (11) 054-130-030 1.60 • 1 UR 5 R1 85 SDUfACSRSD 0 0 0 0 18 2 , 7 Yes Yes 
37 77 Underutillzed Son Valley (12) {)56.()72-043 1.26 • 1 UR 5 R1 85 SDUfACSRSD 0 0 0 0 14 2 7 5 Yes y" 
3. 7B Underutll!zed Son Valley (12) 133-150-039 2.37 11 1 UR 5 R1 B6 5DUfACF28R 0 0 0 0 27 , 14 10 y" y" 


SUBTOTAL 64.63 260 25 0 0 0 0 


UR' 
HOUlJin 0 portun A HOUSing Op rtunltyC W,,", ...... 


Urban U,,, "'" SiteH Map 10# S_ Ma (Map#) APN# .... U," GPDen Zoning T Vl L AM T VL L M Available? Available? 
27 140-130-027 


39 " Vacant.nd 140-130-005 
82 Underutllized Goy5arville (3) 140-130-028 5.01 28 , UR • R2866DUfAC 62 15 12 35 67 7 29 21 y" y" 
54 140-15Q.Of2 
79 140-1CJ0-004 


40 80 UndforutilizMi Geyserville (3) 140-100-013 4.67 27 • UR • R2 Be BDUfAC " 13 12 " 53 • 2. 21 y" y" 


6J " 140-130-059 
41 85 UndtrutlllNd Penngrova 047·173--016 1.:36 • 1 UR • R2 B6SDUfAC 17 , , 10 15 2 7 , y" YM 
42 " Unulam\ilized Sen Viall (12) 052·173-007 '0.87 5 2 UR. R2 B6SDUfAC 11 , 2 • 10 1 5 • y§ Yes 
43 87 Underutllized Son Vallay (12) 052·2n-027 1.43 • 1 UR 6 R2B66DU/AC 18 • 4 10 16 2 • • Yeo Yos 


SUBTOTAL 13.34 76 13 151 18 75 " 
UR. 


I Housing Opportunity A I Houslf\il 0 lportunity C Water S8WI!IT 
Um, ... '""' U,,, I I I I J 


SW Jot Status Area (Map I) APN f. Acres BaM Units GP Den ZonIng T VL L AM T VL L M Available? Available? 
-44 29 Vacant RR (8) 07o.1Q0.0.42 1.00 e 0 UR 8 R2 86 80UfACF1F28RSR 16 4 3 9 0 0 0 0 Yes Yes 


SUBTOTAL 1.00 BOO () 0 0 







Tabre-·tA 


UR10 , Housing 0 ",,,' A H .... ' """ C w_ Sowe, 
Urban s.Mce Units .... 


SW Map 101 ..... -_OJ APN. "- Bo .. u,", GPDen """"" T VL L AM T VL L M Available? Available? 
45 .. RR (8) 070-02().037 0.78 , 1 UR 10 R2 B6100UlAC F2 1. • 3 • • • • • Yes Yes 
.6 .. Underutlllud SR(10) o.q..141-002 25 , UR 10 R2 B6 100UfAC '2 11 ,. 31 • • • • Yes Yes 


93 043-1041.045 ,. 043-141-033 
.7 91 Vac:.nt and SR{1-O) 043-1041-020 12' 31 • UR 10 R2 B810DU/Ae or ,. 13 39 • • 0 0 Yes Yes 


92 Undanrtllized 043--141..{)35 
48 .. SR{1 O43-1<><lO4 3.74 " " UR 10 R2 66 100U/AC 75 1. 1. " 0 0 • 0 Yes Yes 


OS 043-144-001 
96 043-144003 I 


4S S7 0<3-1 ....... 


" Underutlllz$d SR(10) 043-1.....,. • .25 61 • UR 10 R2 B610DU/AC 12' 27 25 7. • • • • Yos Yes .. 043-1 ...... . 


50 100 UndllNllllz.d SR(9) 125-251-001 2.54 24 2 UR 10 RR B610AC 52 11 ,. 31 • • • • Yes Yes 
101 125-251-002 
31 125-252-002 


51 102 V_ntand SR(9) ,,....,...,, 13.58 135 ·2 UR 10 RRB61DAC 273 56 55 162 • 0 0 0 Y- Yes 
103 Uncltndlll9d 125-2S2-«M . 


SUBTOTAL 32,73 '" " • , 0 0 


U .... 


Housin Opport1Jn A Housi rtun' C w_ S.....-
Ui'Oan Servk:a U .... .... 


SIleO "" ...... "'" (Map t) APN. ,.".. - Un .. OPDon """1M T VL L AM T VL L M Awilable? AvaIlable? 
52 32 Lllrilfieid (S) Q39.025-0S2 • .57 .. 0 UR 11 R2 66110UfAC 101 21 20 '" 0 0 0 0 Yes Ves 


33 039<12 ..... 
53 OS Larkfield 059-230-071 ,.,. " 0 UR 11 R28611DU/AC " 14 1. 40 0 0 0 0 Yes Yes 


104 03>02&<03 
54 105 Unclerutilized Lar1ditotd (5) 039-025-005 2A3 '" 3 UR 11 R2 B6110UIAC .. 12 11 " 0 0 0 0 Ves Y .. 


108 . 039-02&-071 
65 106 Underutil2ed larkfiald (5) 0311-025.053 4.31 46 4 UR 11 R2 B6110U/AC .. 2. " 56 0 0 0 0 Vos Yos 


107 (130025-054 
56 109 Larldield , 5) -" '.67 , . 1 UR 1:1 R2 B6110U/AC 15 3 3 , • • • 0 Yos Ves 


110 058-'111-006 
112 056-171-023 
113 056-171-024 


57 '" 
_ ... 


.......,,(5) 058-171-025 7." 85 34 UR 11 R2 B6110UIAC 176 ,. 34 1(13 0 0 0 0 Yes Yos 
11. 058-171.032 
117 058-171-039 


",-' '" 058-171-0040 I 
116 Larkfi,td (5) 1.27 " , UR 11 R2B611DUiAC " • , " 0 0 0 0 Vos es 


SUBTOTAL 24.17 ,., .. 0 0 0 0 







Table "(.4-


UR115 
Housing Opportun' A Housing Opportunity C Water .... , 


UrbilnSaIVk:e U"," E>dot 
Sitell 101 st. .. _(Map,", APN# A_ BoM U, .. OP Den Zon!ng T VL L AM T VL L • Ava1lllble? Available? 


" _10 
58 121 V.-cllntanci D43-064<I07 


122 Undarutllized 8R{1;I) !J43.064.O<l8 4.17 01 4 UR 15 RJ B6150U/ACSR 128 Z7 26 75 0 0 0 0 Vos V .. 
12:1 ........... 
124 _" 59 37 Va=antand 8R (5) 125-381-003 5.84 87 1 UR 15 R3 B6 150UlAC 176 36 35 1115 0 0 0 0 Vos Vos 
134 Undllrutl!izecI 125-381-004 


60 ' 120 SR .. - 1.09 10 1 UR 15 R3 B615DU/ACSR 33 7 7 19 0 0 0 0 Vos V" 
128 125-131-029 
127 125-131-030 
128 Und.ruIIlized 8R (9) 125-131-031 2.49 35 8 UR'15 R3 B6 150U/AC 78 17 " 43 0 0 0 0 Vos Vos 
129 125-131-032 
130 125-131..(133 ., 131 Undarutllized 8R (5) 125-131..053 1.32 10 1 UR 15 R3 8615DU/AC 40 8 8 2. 0 0 0 0 V" Vos 


62 13' Undenrtl1lzed 8R(5) 125-381-004 4.95 " 1 UR 15 R3 B6150U/AC 149 30 30 .. 0 0 0 0 Vos VOS 
,SUBTOTAL 19.86 292 . .16 o. 0 0 0 


URi7 
Housi 0,,,,," A HDU5ln Opportunity C We, ..... 


UoJ" """ I TI VL 1 L 1 AM 1 T Available? j S'" 100 st. .. Area APN' ,,"'os BoH U, .. OP Den Zonlna VL L • Available? 
63 13. Underutlllzed RR(8) . 12Q.Q48 0.35 , , UR 17 R3 5617 F2 8R 12 , 2 7 0 0 0 0 


SUBTOTAL , • 0 0 0 0 


UR20 
I Housing Opportunity A I Housing 0 portunity C Water Sewer 


U_ SoM" U,,,. "'" I I I I I SW tOIl! Status Area (Map t) APN , Acres Base Units GP Den Zoning T' Vl l' AM T VL L M Available? Available? 
64 137 Underutilized SonVaUeY(-11) 054-340-033 0..36 7 1 UR 20 R38S20HDSD 15 3 3 9 0 0 0 0 Yes Yes 


SUBTOTAL 0.36 7 1 0 0 0 0 


NOTES: 


U, .. """ ,,"'os "M U,,", 
TOTAl- 11111.91;> 13&3 160_ 


TOTAl- UNITS AllOWEO ON VACANT AND ' 
UNDERunlJZED RESIDENTlALL Y ZONED PRoPERTIES 


Shadedtotlls ra1IecI: the housing pTOgrams. These totals are inthe grand totals. 


Housl Opportunity A Housln Opportunity C 


TIVLILIAM TlvLILI. 
__ 2010 429 .. , 1:181 1091_134 __ 641 416 
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SA' SONOHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATIOH USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17101 PAGE 559 
DISTRICT OS-PENNGROVE 


APH CHG TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


(o47-05Z-0Z7 1 138-007 0051 
047-05Z-028 1 138-007 0057 


( 
(047-071-011 


. [:047-082-001 
047-082-008 


\\ S \.. 047-082-02:2. 
1),10 


1 138-007 0052 
(I 13S-007 0050 
1 138-007 0052. 
1 13S-007 0051 


II" 
"'\() 
1>,0. 


047-062-023 1 138-007 0051 
047-082-026 1 138-007 0051 
047-082-03D 1 138-007 0051 
047-082-031 1 138-007 0051 
047-082-035 1 138-007 0051 
047-082-036 1 158-007 0051 
047-082.-037 1 138-007 0051 
047-082-038 1 138-007 0052 
047-082-046 1 0-000 0000 


.' ,'0:41;'083-';'006 1,138-007 0052 
047-085-019 1 138-007 0057 
047-083-020 1 138-007 0056 
04?-083-021 1 138-007 0056 


RATE 541.00 
ESD COMPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


RATE2 0.00 
HAHE COHHENT SITUS 


ADDRESS 
1.00 
1.80 
2.00 


541.00 He HUGH B ELAINE ET AL 
973.80 BRAYTON STANLEY W 


1082.00 TENNYSON HELEN 
.00 WILKINSON JAMES CARTER TR 


1514.80 GOSSAGE JOSEPHINE A TR 
541.00 TARCA HADELINE R TR 
541.00 HEIKELL EVELYN 


SfD CHS 7092) 01997 ,1411 
SFD+GU 00-0470 00-0417 02001 ion 


2SFD A4S47 795 
HAIN3HHI0LATS 00-0384 00-0051 ,., 
2. RES.+HOBILE 
1 SFD 


1 SFD 


.00 
2.80 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 HENDERSON ALLAN E 8 VANETTA J 1 SFD 


114161 405 
.A4704 6167 
114705 6171 
A4198 6061 
114540 530. 
44.541 520 


541.00 HOORE LAWRENCE D & SHEILA R 
541.00 HUNT JOHN S & DONNA J 
541.00 ORR HORHAN 
541.00 TUFT JED L & CONNIE A 
541.00 QCHS LOIS H TR 


1 SFD 


1 SFD 
SFD PLNCHK 01-436 A4542 
1 SFD 
1 SFD 


6079 
114545 501 
A4544 503 


Z.OO 1082.00 HENDERSON ALLAN E 8 VANETTA J 2 SFD 114197 6055 
1.00 541.00 
3.00 1623.00 BURKE BRIAN H 


SFD 01-0279 
3 SFD A4158 6075 


2.00 108Z.00 MILLER EUGENE A & PHYLLIS F TR ZSFD 2LAT 99-0503 99-0069(005) 408 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 CASTELLI ANTONIO 
541.00 HEAGLEV DARRElYN ET AL 


SFD 99-053 A4158 
SFD 99-05D3 99-0069 WAS 005 


40. 


400 


PENNGROVE 
PENNGROVE 
GOODWIN 
PENNGROVE 
RONSHElHER 
OLD REDWOOD HNY 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
OLD REDWOOD HNY 
PALH 
PALH 
OLD REDWOOD HlfY 
RONSHEIHER 
ROHSHEIHER 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 


OLD REDWOOD HIfY 
RDNSHIEHER 
RDNSHEIHER 
RONSHEIHER 


./ (14.7.70_84;"003 1 138-008 DG90 35.2.0 19043.20 VALCESCtiIMI HAROLD 8: JOAN TR 41 HH"DUPLX"COTTAGE 114620 6G70 OLD REDWOOD HMV 
ADOBE 


( 


047-084-004 1 138-008 0320 3.8G 20S5.BO BRANDAL THDMAS & KATHY SEE APH & UP 9989 1648 A4645 100 
047-084-005 1 138-008 0051 
047-084-007 1 138-008 0010 


1 138-008 0010 
1 138-008 0051 


047-091-013 1 138-008 DOS, 
047-091-018 1 138-008 0051 


1.80' 973.80 COOK CLARENCE D & EDITH H 
975.80 CHEEK DONALD T & PATRICIA A 


SFD + GU 
SFD + GU 1.BO 


1.00 
1.00 


541.00 JOSEPH C & VIRGINI SFD 
541.00 CAHPBElL ROBERT H 8 PAULA G 1 SFD 


2.00 108Z.00 WHITE SCOTT ET Al 2 SFD 
1.00 .541.00 BECKMANN RALPH & GAIL ALTSCHUL 1 SFD 


A4650 .162 
A4128 240 
A4637 186 
A4190 8815 
114150 355 
A4177 8925 


ADOBE. 
ADOBE 
ADOBE 
PETALUHA HILL 
ADOBE '. 
PETALUHA HILL 


SA> SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATI0N USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17101 PAGE 560 
DISTRICT OS-PENNGROVE 


APH eHG TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


047-Q91-0Z0 7 138-006 0940 
047-091-0Z8 6 138-_008 0940 


1 138-008 0052 
1 138-008 0051 


047-091-050 1 138-008 0051 
047-091-052 1 138-008 0051 
047-091-053 0 138-008 0000 
047-091-058 1 138-008 0051 


,/047."':152';'002 1 138-007 0052 
047-152-003 1 138-007 0052 


047-152-004 0 138-007 0052 
047-152-006 1 138-007 0052 
047-152.-008 1 138-007 0051 
047-152-009 1 138-007 0010 
047-152-010 1 138-007 0042 
047-152-011 1 138-007 0320 
047-152-013 0 138-001 0052 


1 138-007 0052 
1 138-007 0054 


047-152-016 1 138-007 0010 
047-152-017 1 138-007 0010 


RATE 541.00 
ESD COMPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


RATE2, 0.00 
HAHE COMHENT SITUS 


. ADDRESS 
7.68 4154.88 PENNGROVE SCHOOL DISTRICT SCHaOL INV ADA 114742 8945 


.00 .OG PETALUHA CITY SCHOOL DIST OF T NT PUBLIC CNEC) 
9.00 4869.00 TERRIBILIHI JOSEPH & VIRGINIA 5 SFD-l APT-2 DUp· 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


.00 


1.00 
1.00 


541.00 SHAW JANET Y TR 
541.00 GOLDBECK KENNETH & TOBIE 


SFDCHS8D71) 
SFD{HS8071) 


541.00 BONELLI RICHARD J & ANTOINETTE SFD 
.00 BONELLI RICHARD & ANTOINETTE VAt 


541.00 GROSSMANN RICHARD J & LAURA A SFD 
541.00 PINE LORRAINE H TR SFD V: 4/97 


o 
A4528 2:25 


114135 8905 
44136 8845 


125 
125 


99-0187 603 
. MIZl 260 


7.40 4003.40 KEPA ALICE ESTELLA TR 
.00 .00 SCHWARTZ SYLVIA TR 


SFD/APT DLPX 4MH 3COHH OFFICE 5601 
NOT CONNECTED 5609 


2.00 1082.00 LEE WINSTON WING & PUI KWAN TR 2. SFD 
1.00 541.00 SEPPA EHIL H & HARlE S TR ET A 1 SFD 
2.00 1082.00 SCHWARTZ SYLVIA 
5.60 3029.60 BENSON INVESTHENTS INC 
1.80 


.00 


973.80 BENSON INVESTMENTS INC 
.00 PINE LORRAINE H TR 


4.80 2596.80 PINE LORRAINE H TR 
B65.60 KEPA ALICE ESTELLA TR 
541.00 LA HONICA JOSINE ET AL 
541.00 WRIGHT GREG M 


>SFD 


.5 APT U + DPL)( 
8900 Sr WAREHOUSE 
NOT CONNECTED 
4 RES - 1 HOBILE 
2 HOBILES SEE FILE 
SFD 


SFD 


A4195 5621 
A4611 217 
114667 5615 


01524 A4535 5675 
A46lfJ 5701 


230 


44119 204 
150 


01321 211 
01622 205 


PETALUHA HILL 
NONE 
ADOBE 
PETALUMA HILL 
PETAlllllA HILL 
ADOBE 
ADOBE 
HATSONS 
GOODWIN 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
OLD REDWOOD HIfV 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
HATCHERY 
OLD REDWOOD HItY 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
OLD REDWOOD HWV 
GOODWIN 
DENHAM 


047-152-018 1 138-007 0051 () 047-152-019 0 138-007 0050 


1.60 
1.00 
1.00 


1.00 


.00 


.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 LAIN CONNIE SFD 


.00 LEE WINSTON WING & PUI KHAN TR VAC 


.00 lEE WINSTON WING & PUI KHAN TR VAC 
541.00 LEE WINSTON WING & PUI KHAN TR SFD 
541.00 LEE WINSTON WING & PUI KWAN TR SFD 


01625 
7863 


20; 


o 


DENHAN 
HATCHERY 
HATCHERY 
HATCHERY 
GOODWIN 


047.-152-020 
047-152-0Zl 


138-007 0050 
138-007 0051 


047-152-022 1 138-007 0051 
/[,11_47;153:;'004 1 13S-007 0051 541.00 CREIGHTON DORIS A .TR 1 SFD 


7863 0 


7863 6609 1704 A4194 630 
7863 6609 1704 114194 638 


114612 220 


GOODWIN 
GOODWIN 
GOODWIN 
HATt:HERY 


r. 







_ zo 


- >-?-
-p 
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SA' COUNTY WATER ASENCY SAHITIATIOH USER LISTING 10/17101 PAGE 561 
DISTRICT DB-PENNGROVE 


APN CHG TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


047-153-005 1 138-007 0051 
047-153-006 1 138-007 0052 
047-153-007 1 138-007 0051 
047-153-006 0 138-007 DOS4 
047-153-009 1 138-007 0052 
047-153-010 1 138-007 0280 


047-153-011 0 138-007 0054 
047-153-014 1 138-007 0051 
047-153-018 1 138-007 0051 
047-153-02D 1 138-007 0057 


047-153-021 1 138-007 0051 
047-153-022 1 138-007 0051 
047-153-023 1 138-,007 0051 


6 138-008 0941 


047-161-006 0 138-008 0100 
.... ,/'{047;"162':'006 1 138-008 0010 


047-162-007 1 138-008 0052 
047-162-008 1 138-008 0010 


047-162-009 1 138-008 0051 


RATE2 D.-DO RATE 541.00 
ESD COMPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


NAME COMMENT SITUS 
ADDRESS 


1.00 541.00 BOTTARINI GEORGE R JR & PHVLLI 1 SFD A4522 5797 
A4185 5865 
A4S23 5703 


t.oo 1082.00 GARZOLI STELLA" TR 
1.00 


.00 
541.00 HOAR MARILYNHE SETAL 


.00 HOAR MARILYNNE SETAL 
Z.OD 1082.00 BOTTARINI GEORGE TR ET AL 
4.40 2380.40 BonARIHI GEORGE TR ET AL 


.00 BOnARIN! GEORGE TR ET AL 


Z SPO 
, SFD 


VACANT 
, SFD 


5721 
A4614 5739 


60 SEAT BAR + 4 BAY. GAR A4521 5745 
VACANT/RZI0453 .00 


1.00 
1.00 
1.60 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.70 
.00 


1.00 


541.00 BUTTERWORTH ROBERT C & JACQUEl 1 SFD 
5795 


. A4546 80Z 
A4613 2:2:2: 541.00 ORSINI JAMES J , SPO 


973-.80 KOBROFSKY HARVIN & RITA ET AL SFD+GRANNY 8094 7673 A473Z 800 


541.00 HORN JAMES l & CELESTE Y 
541.00 LUTZ JAMES E & NORHA L TR 
541.00 STUTRUD ADRIENE 


SF. 
SPO 


SF. 


._/ 


742:4 6681 Z10 
6962 6681 2:Z0 


A4733 Z30 
919.70 RANCHO ADOBE FIRE PROTECTIDN 0 NT 2:0355 20472 A418 11007 


.00 SESSI HARTIN TR ET AL 
541.00 ALHEIDA JOSEPH & HARlE TR 


LAT BLDGSEWeR 01-411 ·NO DCC 10098 


Z.OO 1082.00 LEWIS RICHARD H & ANDREA L 
1 SfD 


ZSFD 


SFD 


A4608 99&1 
A4648 498 
A4514 9971 
A4515 500 


1.011 
1.00 


541.00 PORTELLI FRANK & JOLENE 


OLD REDWOOD HNY 
REDWOOD 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
OLD REDWOOD HMV 


OLD REDWOOD 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
OLD REDWODD HWY 
GOODWIN 
HATCHERY 
GOODWIN 


HILA HAE 
NILA MAE 
NIlA HAE 
PETALUMA HILL 
HAIN 
GROVE 
ADOBE 
GRDVE 
ADOIIE 


047-162-011 1 138-008 0051 1.00 


541.00 SIH CYRIL HOOGEEL & JAE KYUNG 1 SFD 


541.00 RICHMOND BRADFORD S & JANE E SFD V3NOV98 9885 
01091 9997 


8592 0420 9991 


GROVE 
047-162.-012 ,I 138-008 0010 . 1.00 541.00 ORHE BONNIE SFD GROVE 


1 138-006 0052 1.80 973.80 ROEHER FRED W SFD + GRANNY GROVE 


047-162-0}4 1 158-008 0051 
047-162-015 1 138-008 0010 
047-162-016 . 1 138-0011 0010 


1 138-0011 -0010 


047-164-003 1 0010 


1.80 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


973.80 BROMN KRISTIN E 
541.00 SANTERO BARRY J & LOIS B TR 


SFD + GU 
SPO 


541.00 REICHARDT JAMES D & ALLISON C SFD 
541.00 CALLEN TIHOTHY J & MARLENE 1 SFD 
541.00 BRANT KENNETH L & HARIlYH N 'rR 1 SFD 


80az 7705 A470S 269 
8084 285, 


8083 291 
A4549 309 
A4520 301 


WOODWARD 
WOODWARD 
WODDWARD 
DAK 
DAK 


SAIl SONOHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORY LISTING 16/17101 PAGE 562 
DISTRICT a8-PENNGROVE 


APN CHO TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


1 1311-008 0051 
047-164-011 1 1311-0D8 0010 
047-164-013 1 138-008 0010 
047-164-014 1 138-008 0010 
047-164-016 1 138-008 0010 
047-164-017 1 138-008 0032 
047-164-018 1 138-008 0051 
047-164-019 0 138-0611 0000 


io47:"-i6S";'003 1 138-008 OOSl 


047-165-004 1 138-008 0010 
047-165-005 1 138-008 0057 
047-165-006 1 138-008 0051 
047-165-007 1 138-008 0010 
047-165-008 1 138-008 0010 
047-165-009 1 138-008 0010 
047-165-010 1 138-008 0010 
047-165-011 1 138-008 0010 
047-165-012 1 138-008 0010 


/ 
1 138-0011 0010 


. 047-166-003 1 138-008 0051 
047-166-004 0 138-008 0005 
047-166-005 1 138-008 0022 
047-166-006 1 138-008 0051 
047-166-007 1 138-008 0051 
047-166-010 1 138-008 0051 
047-166.,011 0 138-008 0054 
047-166-012: 0 138-008 0050 


RATE 541.00 RATE2 0.00 
NAHE 


1.00 541.00 KANDY INYESTMENTS LLC ET AL 
1.00 541.00 LIBERATI LOUIS R & JOlYNE D 
1.00 541.00 WURST TIMDTHY C & JANICE I 


1.BO 973.80 Ht CLELLAND EARTHA D 
1.00 541.00 GREFFLY WILLIAM J 8 GLENDA K 
Z.60 1406.60 SOMMERS JEFFREY L 


541.00 JAHES JULIE ET'AL 
.00 DEMPSEY SETH & JOHANNA 


541.00 FECHTER GAREH DALE ET AL 
541.00 RElS JEFFREY DEAN 
973.80 PROULX ALBERT G & ANDREA l 


COHMENT 


PC - BAHNSEH SUB 
, SFD 


·SFD 


SFD + APT 


SFD 


SFD+DUPLEX 
SFD . 


VAC 
, SPO 


SFD 
SFDof-CRANNY 


SIlllS 
ADDRESS 


41305 A4530 10025 GRDVE 
146 205 


00872: 270 
A4146 286 
A4640 409 
A4MO 416 
A4147 292 


EAST 
IfOOQWARD 
WOODWARD 
DAK 


DAK 


WOODWARD 
GROVE 


1.00 
.00 


1.00 


1.00 


1.80 


1.00 


1.00 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 PIAZZA JAMES A & ANNETTE H ET 1 SFD 


o 
A4189 714 
A462:6 9996 


30691 A4625 9994 
A46Z4 9995 


OLD ADOBE 
WOODWARD 
WOODWARD 
WOODWARD 
",OODNARD 


GROVE 
GRDVE 
GROVE 
GRDVE 


.00 


1.80 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
•• 0 


.00 


541.00 WACKER GREGORY HARYIN & SFD Lon 6297 6131 5785 A4192 325 


541.00 WALSH JOHN T & JDAN H 
541.00 HASLAM GERALD W & JANICE E 
541.00 ADAHS STEPHAN M 


SFD LOTZ 6Z98 6131 5785 A4192 9990 
SFD+APT 01-422 6298 6131 A4192 9986 
SFD LOT4 A4192 9980 


541.00 CONLON J PATRICK & PATRICIA S SFD LOTS 6300 6131 5785 A4192 9970 
541.00 OYA GENE D & ANN H TR 
541.00 PEROTTI DAVID M & KIMBERLY 0 
541.00 WILLIAMSON LOTTIE PEARL 


.00 HOWE KEN ET AL 
975.80 JENSEN DOUGLAS A & NANCY A 
541.00 HICKS JAMES P & CINDY L 
541.00 HOWE KEH ET Al 


54l.00 LICHAU GLORIA TR 
.00 HOWE KEH ET AL 
.00 LICHAU GLORIA J 


SFD LOT7 6301 6131 5785 A4192 
SFD lDT6 6302 6131 5785 A4192 
, SFD A4145 
4CAR GARAGE Vl7AUG98 


620 


355 


264 


10050 
SFD + GRANNY 
1 SFD 


'SPO 
, SPO 


9236 A4173 10020 
A415Z 100Z8 
A4176 10050 
A4175 450 


VACANT 2.63ACRE V17AUG96 
DRIYEWAYIEASEHENT V17AUG98 


10050 .. , 


oLD ADDBE 
WOODWARD 
EAST 
GROVE 
GROVE 
GROYE 
GROVE 
WOODWARD 
GROVE 
WOODWARD 


• 


• 


• 







SAil SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGEliC'r' SANITIATION USER LISTING 10/17101 PAGE 563 
DISTRICT RATE 541.0D RATEZ 0.00 


v 
APH CHG TRA USE 


CD. CD. 


158-o0B 0051 
047-166-014 138-008 0010 


047-166-015 138-008 0010 
138-008 0010 


047-166-017 138-008 0051 


047-166-018 138-008 0010 


047-166-019 1 138-008 0010 
047-166-021 138-008 0010 


047-166-022 136-008 0010 


047-166-023 1 138-008 0320 


047-166-02:4 


047-166-025 


047-166-026 


138-008 0690 
138-008 0320 
138-008 069IJ 


047-166-028 .1 158-008 0010 
047-166-029 1 158-008 0051 
047-166-030 1311-008 0329 


047-166-031 138-008 0051 


047-166-032 1 138-008 0057 
047-166-033 1 138-008 0051 


047-166-034 1 136-008 0010 
138-008 0051 


047-166-036 138-008 0050 


047-165-037 138-00& 0010 
047-166-038 138-008 0010 
047-166-039 .1 138-008 0010 
047-166-040 138-00& 0010 
047-166-041 1 138-008 0010 


ESD COHPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


NAME COMMENT SITUS 
ADDRESS 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.80 
1.00 


1.00 
1.0(1 


1.00 


1.28 
.00 


1.00 


541.00 KALOGIANNIS JOHN P & HARIE E T 1 SFD 
541.00 FISHHAN WILLIAH R & HARGARET H SFD 
541.00 HEDINA EMIL ET AL 
541.00 STANORING LOIS 
973.80 NISSEN NAHHEN B TR 
541.00 NISSEN NAHHEN B TR 
541.00 HARCUS CORY 
541.00 VISE ROGER H & TERESA A 
541.00 SHAW LINDA LEE TR 
692.48 NISSEN NAHHEN B TR 


.00 PENNGROVE SOCIAL FIREHEN 
541.00 NEGRO ANTHONY C & REBEKAH L 


SFD 
SFD 
SFD + HH 
SFD 
SFD V17AUG98 
SFD 
SFD 
6400 SF WAREHOUSE 


A4168 460 
00553 240 
A4183 
00554 


200 


50' 
01121/A4702. 502: 


A4701 500 
A41Z6 470 
A4115 308 
MIS7 300 
A4703 11790 


2.00 1082.00 PENNGROVE SOCIAL FIREMEN 


PENNGROVE COHMUNITY P.ARK 11800 
WHSE A4736 11830 
SFD+RSTRHS V3NOV98 7429 A4550 11850 


1.00 
1.00 


541.00 BENDER BERNARD J & REBECCA 
541.00 CUHMINGS BANO 


2.00 1082.00 T C ENTERPRISES 


SFn A4531 
SFD 
HINI STRGE+SFD 99-0346 


71. 
01Z92 718 


1.00 
1.80 


541.00 CHRETIEN DENIS N & JACQUELINE SFD 
120 


A4156 5868 
100!i6 10053 8416 804 973.80 KALAH MOHAMMAD & SONIA SFD+GRANNY 


1.00 - 541.00 KROLAK PAUL ROBERT & JANET L T SFD 00528249 '0' 
8415 808 


Bl0 


o 
96-0067 400 


410 


41256 420 
41131 440 


1.00 
1.00 
,.00 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 DAHaN C & JANET A SFD 
541.00 tERESA SCOTT B & JACQUELINE LE.SFD 01628430 


.00 KISSHANN GUNNART & SAllY M ET· VAC 
541.00 TUCK FRED JAHES & CINDY HAR SFD 
541.00 TUSLER ANTHONY -F TR ET Al 
541.00 FLORES RENE E JR 


SFD 
SFD LOT 3 


541.00 EVANS CHARLES H & HANHELORE J SFD LOT 4 
541.00 CARPENTER E STAR ET At SFD 41387 • 


WOODWARD 
EAST 
EAST 
OAK 
OAK 
OAK 
OAK 
OAK 
OAK 
HAIN 
HAIN, 
HAIN 
HAIN 
WOODWARD 
WOODWARD 
WOODWARD 
OLD REDWOOD 
lIcHAU NOODS 
LICHAU WOODS 
LICHAU WOODS 
LICHAU WOODS 
NONE 
DAK 
OAK. 
DAK"'- -


DAK 
DAK 


(,,,: SAB SONOHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORY LISTINL> - 10/17/01 PAGE 564' 


iff.} 03 


DISTRICT DB-PENNGROVE 
APH CHG TRA USE 


CD. CD. 


047-166-042: 1 138-008 0051 
047-166-043 . 6 138-008 0850 
041-166-044 1 138-008 0052 
041-166-045 0 138-008 0001 


1 138-008 0010 
1 138-008 0010 


047-171-006 1 138-008 0010 
047-171-011 1 138-008 0010 
047-171-013 1 138-008 0010 
047-171-015 1 138-0U8 0010 
047-171-016 1 138-008 0010 
047-171-017 1 138-00B 0010 
047-171-022 1 138-00B 0010 
047-171-023 1 138-00B 0010 
047-171-025 1 138-008 0010 
047-171-026 0 138-00B DODO 
047-171-027 0 138-008 0000 
047-171-028 1 138-008 0010 
047-171-029 1 138-008 0010 
047-171-030 1 138-008 Dolo 


(..) 
047-171-031 0 138-008 0001 
047-171-032 1 138-008 0010 
047-171-033 '0 138-008 0001 
047-171-034 0 138-008 0001 
047-171-036 138-008 0010 
047-171-037 138-008 0010 
047-171-039' 1 138-008 0010 


RATE 541.00 
ESD COMPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


RATE2 0.00 
NAME 


541.00 ROBIN MDHIKA 


COHMENT 


SFD LOT 6 
.00 NORTHWESTERN PACIFIC RAILROAD NT VACANT 


973.80 BOYSEN SOENKE G & HARRIET C TR SFD+GU 


SITUS 
ADDRESS 


41126 480 DAK 


41'117 A4144 o 


1.00 
.00 


1.80 
.00 


1.80 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


.00 


.00 STANDRING LOIS 
973.80 HITCHCOCK FRANCES J 


VACANT+LAT 0.37ACRE 
SFD-": cu 


97-0333 400 
M137 9990 


HONE 
EAST 
BANNON 
DAK 
WOODWARD 
NUoDWARD 
WOODWARD 
DAK 


.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


.00 
1.00 


.00 


.DD 
1.00 
1.00 


1.00 


541.00 BELL TIMOTHY JAHES & JENNIFER SFD+LATERAL 
541.00 SLACK RONALD JR & LORI 
B4l.0o-HICKlES LINDSAY H TR 
541.00 pERKINS ELSBErH TR 
541.00 He RAE JOHN & HOIRA AGNES 
541.00 CLARK JIM W-& CINDY A 
541.00 PAllMAHN MARYANNE 
541.00 DAVIDSON-STEVEN 
541.00 BORDESSA JERRY A & JEAN H 
541.00 DE HAAN ABEL & FRANCES 


.00 KINT THOMAS M & HARlE J 


.00 KINT THOMAS H & HARlE J 
541.00 GOLDBECK ELLA K TR 
541.00 HaRRIS ROBERT H ET AL 


SFD 
1 SF»_ 


lSFD 
SFD 
SFD 
SFD 
SFD 
SFD 
SFD 
VACANT 
VACANT 
SFD 
SFD 


541.00 OSBORN CHARLES R & PAULINE I _ SFD 
.00 KINT THOMAS & HARlE J 


541.00 KIHT THOMAS H & HARlE J 
.00 K1HT THOMAS H & HARlE J 
.00 KIHT THDHAS H & MARIE J 


541.00 CERHAK FRANK S & 'KATHLEEN M 


VAC 
SFD 
VAC 
VAC 
SFD+SHDP 


541.00 sTEPHENSON HATTHEW & SFD 
541.00 DIDN JEFFREY THOMAS & JOY-LORR SFD 


99-0135 A4196 265 
00631 263 
1\4629 275 
A4114 9936 


4789 9996 
01120 9993 
M744 261 


99.0 
30671 30635 9968 


4895 9982 
9980 
9982 


DAK 
DAK 
WOODWARD 
OAK 
DAK 
OAK 
DAK 
DAK 


M110 _0_ NONE 
01515 9956 
44164 9984 


o 
5883 9986 


·0 


o 
44105 9950 


97-0437 97-:,0434 100 
97-0434 - lZ0 


DAK 
DAK 
NONE 
DAK 
NONE 
NONE 
DAK 
EICHTEN 
EICHTEN 







SAB SONOHA COUNTY WATER AGENCV SANITIATION USER INVEHTDRY LISTING 10/17/01 PAGE 565 
DISTRICT 08-PENNGROVE 


APN CHG TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


047-171-040 1 138-008 001 
047-171-041 1 138-008 0010 


1 138-008 0010 
047-17Z-004 1 138-008 0010 
047-172-005 1 138-006 0010 


1 138-006 0010 
047-172-007 1 138-006 0010 
,047-172-008 1 138-008 0010 


,J 047-173':'002. 1 138-008 0010 
047-173-003 1 138-008 0710 
047-173-004 0 138-008 0711 
047-173-005 1 138-008 0010 
047-173-007 1 138-008 0640 
047-173-006 1 138-008 0780 
047-173-009 1 138-008 0328 
047-173-010 1 138-008 0113 
047-175-011 1 138-008 0010 
047-173-01.2 1 138-008 0010 
047-173-016 1 138-008 0051 
047-173-017 1 138-006 0010 
047-173-018 0 138-006 0100 


(047--:-174,"'003 1 138-006 0010 
047-174-004 1 138-006 0010 
047-174-005 1 138-008 0010 
047-174-006 1 138-006 0010 
047-174-,008 1 138-008 0112 
047-174-009 0 138-008 0811 


RATE 541. 00 
ESD COHPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


RATEZ 0.00 
NAME COHMENT SITUS 


ADDRESS 
1.00 
1.00 
loU 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


.00 


541.00 WOLLENBERGER LOUIS VERNON ET A SFD 98-008.2 97-0434 140 
98-0199 97-0434 160 


A4630 289 
285 


A41SS 2S6 


49Z2 254 


EICHTEH 
EICHTEN 


1.00 
LOti 


LOO 


1.16 


541.00 LIBOR CURTIS A 
541.00 SHAlAGIN SERGE R 
541.00 CHILTON FRANK B & JOAN D TR 
541.00 KOONCE RUSSELL I & RHEAHA S 
541.00 HARKS JOVCE K & RICHARD 
541.00 WACKER LISETTE 
541.00 WACKER EARL TR ET AL 
541.00 SILVEIRA TROY R ET Al 
541.00 PENNGROVE COMHUNITV CHURCH 


.00 PENNGROVE COMMUNITY CHURCH 
541. 00 LENTZ ALICE ,G 
541.00 PENNGROVE SOCIAL FIREMEN 
541.00 HUTCHINSON GERALD KELLY 
627.56 HAYFIELD CLYDE A 


SFD 


I SFD 
SF. 
SF. 
SFD LOT .2 HS 8341 
SFD LOT 3 
SFD LOT 4 
I SFD 


4955 4940. 4816 271 
4955 4940 4816 279 


CHUR<:. 
PARKING LOT 
I SFD 


LODGE HALL 
FIREHOUSE VOLUNTEER 
2WHSElOFF+/RETAIL 


A4543 9947 
A4130 9970 


4.00 2164.00 TERRIBIlINI JOSEPH C & VIRGINI COHHERCIAL3UNITS+SFD 


9971 
Mla8 9985 
A4601 385 
A4154 365 
A4166 9550 
A4178 10010 
A4174 361 1.00 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


.00 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 DLUZAK CHRISTOPHER 
541 :00 SARASY LE ANNE S & BRIAN P 
541.00 PENNGROVE COHHUNITY CHURCH 
541.00 PENNGROVE COHHUNITY CHURCH 


.00 HOHDlHO B-lLL JACK 8: LUCY 
541.00 BRANT DARREL H & LAURIE E 
541.00 SILVA HAROLD E .JR 
541.00 HEYER THOMAS G 8: SHELLY A 
541.00 t£IER VAIRA TR 


5.00 1623.00 NISSEN NAHKEN B TR 
• DO .00 NISSEN HAHMEN B TR 


I SFD 


1 SFD A4109 9937 
SFD A4127 9989 
SFD A4131 9995 
VACANT 0.44ACRE Vl7AUG98 9500 
I SFD 
lSFD 


I SFD 


I SFD 
COHMERCIAL3UNITS 
UTILITY EASEMENT 


A4619 280 
A4743 282 
A4519 286 
A4718'" .290 
A4703 10070 


10078 


OAK 


OAK 


WOODWARD 
WOODWARD 
OAK 


OAK 
0 .. 


OAK 


OAK 


OAK 


WOODWARD 
WOODWARD 
PETALUHA HILL 
HAIN 
WOODWARD 
OAK 


OAK 


OAK 
HAIN 
OAK 


OAK 


OAl< 


OAl< 


HAIN 
HAIN 


SAIl COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17/01 PAGE 566 
DISTRICT 08-PENNGROVE 


APN CHG 'JRA USE 
CD. CD. 


047-174-012 1 138-008 0010 
047-174-014 1 138-008 0051 


)47-174-015 
• If4.7f'.l8kOD l, 


1 13e-008 0010 
1 138-008 0010 


047-181-003 1 13B-008 0010 
047-181.-004 1 13e-DOB 0110 
047-181-008 0 138-008 0100 
047-181-809 1 13e-008 0121 
047-181-011 1 138-008 0081 
047-181-014 1 138-008 0010 
047-181-015 


.A\1. L 047-161-016 
_ Ii} J 0'7-181-01' 


047-181-0.20 


1 136-008 0720 
1 136-008 0170 
1 138-008 0023 
1 138-008 0393 


c 


047-181-027 0 138-008 0851 
047-181-0.28 0 138-008 0001 
047-181-030 1 138-006 0113 
047-181-032 0 138-008 0100 
047-181-033 1 138-008"0202 
047-181-034 1 138-008 0010 
047-181-035 1 138-008 0052 
047-181-038 1 138-006 0320 
047-181-039 1 138-008 DIll 
047-181-040 1 138-008 0341 


1 138-006 0051 
047-191-010 1 138-006 0051 


1 138-008 0051 


RATE 541.00 
ESD COMPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


RATE2 0.00 
NAHE COMMENT SITUS 


ADDRESS" 
541."0 HC CLIHTOCK ESTHER L TR 
541.00 KNOLL DANIEL D & MARTHA E 


SFD 


SFD 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


5ijl.00 FRANCIS DAVID H & EILEEN fl SFD 
541.00 HEYER KRISTIN LUND & MICHAEL D 1 SFD 


A4106 201 
7580 OBZ3 Z78 


Z7. 
A4148 9483 


1.00 541.00 SCOTT HARK S JR 
1.00 541.00 MERTES ANTHONY U TR 


.00 .00 HERPICK JOHN 
1.87 1011.67 CURRAN PATRICK J 
1.80 973.80 TRIHHER DIANE B ET AL 
1.00 541.00 ZASTROW CHARLES J 


973.80 CAESAR! GEORGE TR 
S41.UO MAZZIE RALPH H TR 


1514.80 THURSTON SCOTT W & MARY JO 


1 SFD A4532 9575 
RETAIL STORE A4734 -9575 
VACANT 9901 
BEAUTY SHOP RETAIL BAR A4169 10009 
SEE FILE A4191 10045 
1 SFD A4524 11051 
1 SFD + TLR 
POST OFFICE 
ZSFD+GU 00-0406 99-0478 


1.80 
1.00 
2..80 
1.00 


-.00 
.00 


541.00 SORENSEN PHILLIP & CATHERINE T INn 


A4725 11201 
01051 11401 


ZZ8 
A4133 6040 


10037 
11601 


A4636 9595 


.00 MYLES GEORGE & GLADYS M 


.00 HOSHELL ADELINE H 
R/lj 


HOT CONNECTED 
2:.60 1406.60 RAER LEWIS MICHAEL & JANET GLI SEE FILE 


.OU MERTES ANTHONY U TR VACANT LOT .00 


1.00 
1.00 


541.00 LASLEY SPENCER H & LISA K ET A COML 
541.00 STEVENSON CINDY 


2.00 1082.00 BONELLI SHARON M 
ISFD 


2 SFD 


9585 


A4167 9555 
A4149 9543 
A4132 360 


1.00 541.00 MYLES GEORGE F & GLADYS H TR FEED STORE 81.23 8111 10035 
3.20 1731.20 Tot1ROSE WILLIAM 3 APTS + Z OFFICES A4715 9591 
1.00 
l.BO 


1.00 
1.80 


541.00 BUCHANAN JACK D & lEWELLA TR COLD STORAGE 
973.80 PHILLIPS DONALD H SFD + HH 
541.00 FUENTES SALVADDRE & GEORGIA N I-SFD 
973.80. SOARES DOROTHY E TR SFD + GU 


A414D 6030 
6676 A4632: 8840 


A4731 487 
A4737 505 


WOODWARD 
OAK 


OAK 


HAIN 
PETALUM", HILL 
HAIN 
HAIN 
MAIN 
itAIII 
PETALUHA HIll 
MAIN 
PETALUMA HILL 
ADOBE 
OLD REDWOOD 
HAIN 
PETALUHA HILL 
MAIN 
HAIN 
HAIN 
HAIN 
ADOBE 
HAlN -


HAIN 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
PETALUHA HILL 
ADOBE 
ADOBE 


• 


• 


• 







SAS SOHOHA COUHTY WATER AGEHCY SAHITIATION USER INVEHTORY LISTING 10/17101 PAGE 567 
DISTRICT OB-PEHHGROVE RATEi: 0.00 


'PH CH[; TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


RATE 541.00 
ESD COHPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE H'HE COHHENT SITUS 


ADDRESS 


(.; 
047-191-014 1 136-008 0052 
047-191-016 1 138-008 0051 
047-191-017 1 138-008 0051 
047-191-018 1 138-008 0051 
047-191-026 1 138-008 0010 
047-191-030 1 138-008 0051 
047-191-040 1 138-008 0051 
047-191-041 1 138-008 0051 
047-191-04Z 1 138-008 0051 
047-191-043 1 138-008 0051 
047-191-044 1 138-008 0035 
047-191-045 1 138-008 0010 
047-191-046 i 138-008 0052 
047-191-047 1 138-008 0051 
D47-191-048 1 138-008 OOSZ 
047-191-049 1 138-008 0051 
047-191-050 0 138-008 0051 


/041;"zizI-002 
047-Z12-003 


o 138-007 OoSO 
1 138-007 0051 


047-212-004 1 138-007 0051 
047-Z12-005 0 138-007 0050 


../ 1 136-011 0113 
047-Z13-005 1 138-011 OZ80 
047-Z13-009 0 138-011 0101 


);;-047:'"21'4;-005 1 138-007 


2.00 10820.00 ESTRADA HICHAEL E & PATRICIA H 2 SFD 
1. DO 


1.00 
1.00 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 BAUBARTEH ROSS & THERESA ANNE 1 SFD 
541.00 WHEELER TREVOR J 1 SFD 
541.00'NOWELL TIHOTHY G 1 SFD 


541.00 SAVEL RICHARD L & ARLENE ET AL 1 SFD 
541.00 TARCA JOHN C & TERRI l 
541.00 cHOPNAK CHARLENE H ET AI. 


lSFD 
lSFD 


1.00 541.00 SULLIVAN ELIZABETH S SF» 
1.00 541.00 CAPDAREST JEAN B & TRAUTE E SFD 
1.00 541.00 CAPDAREST JEAN.B & TRilurE E SFD 
3.20 1731.20 CAPDAREST JEAN B & TRAUTE E 2 DPX 
1.00 541.00 HC ClJLLOCH SCOTT W & CAROL E SFD 
2.60 1406.60 DEHPSEY JACK A & VICTORIA SFD + 2 APTS 


A42.00 475 
A414Z 8920 
A4533 6850 
A4518 6764 
A4644 511 
A4141 489 
A411Z 447 


3800 3779 449 
A450Z 6616 
44502 6810 
4450Z 8790 
A4609 8716 
A4707 87Z2: 


1.00 541.00 SOCHET TERRY DIANE TR SFD+[;ARA[;E 97-0336 A4139 8930 
1.60 
1.00 


.00 


.00 
z.on 


, 
975.80 SOCHET TERRY DIANE TR 
541.00 SOCHET TERRY DIANE TR 


.00 SAVEL RICHARD L & ARLENE E 


.00 WARD NELISSA TR ET AL 
1082.00 WARD HELISSA TR ET Al 


1.00 541.00 WARD TR ET 'AL 
.00 .00 CALDWELL HICHAEL C & CAROLE 


3.60 1947.60 GESSLER SIGRUN TR ET AL 
Z.OO 108Z.00 SANTO CRISTO SOCIETY 


.00 SENHOR SANTO CRISTO SOCIETY 
1623.00 sNYDERHAN FAMILY LLC 


SFD+GARAGE+GU 99-0175 99-0159 8922 
SFD GAR/W RH&BATH 00-0314 6926 


517 


5575 
NOT CONNECTED WAS 047-191-0l7 
VACANT 
2 SFD 
1 SFD 
VACANT 
1 REs-1 DUP-l HKT 
AUTO SRVC (UP'104l0) 
Ne (UP 104,0) 
3SFD 


124 5586 
126 5580 


5579 
A4534 8 
A4750 5500 


79 


A463$ 5520, 
541.00 FRITZ RUSSELL F & KARYN SARGAN-SFD LOT 1 96-0137 Z7 


ADOBE 
PETALUMA HILL 
PETALUHA HILL 
PETALUMA HILL 
ADOBE 
ADOBE 
ADOBE 
ADOBE < 
PETALUHA HILL 
PETALUHA HILL 
PETALUMA HILL 
PETALUHA HILL 
PETALUHA HILL 
PETALUMA HILL 
PETALUHA -HILL 
PETALUKA HILL 
ADOBE 
OLD REDWOOD 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
OLD REDWOOD" 
ELY 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
ELY 
OI..:D REDWOOD HWY 
ELY " 047-Z14-014"1 138-0070051 


047-Z14-015 1 138-007 0051 


.00 
3.00 
1.00 
1.00 541.00 ESTOURHES HICHAEL & JUDITH SFD HS-7538 41399 Z9 .".ELY 


c SAO SONOMA COUHTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17101 PAGE 568 
DISTRICT 08-PENNGROVE 


APH CHG TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


RATE 541.00 
ESD COHPUTED 
CD. FLAT_CHARGE 


RATEZ 0.00 
NAME COMMENT SITUS 


ADDRESS 
047-Z14-016 1 138-007 0051 


1 138-007 0051 
047-214-016 1 138-007 0051 
047-l14-019 1 138-007 0051 
047-214-020 1 138-007 0052 
047-214-0Z1 1 138-007 0051 


1.00 
1.00 


541.00 PETERSEN NIS S &: DOREEN 
541.00 TAVENNER RANDV L-


1.00 541.00 sWADLEV COR"!IN ·W 
LOO 541.00 SILACCI LLOVD H & JUNE TR 
2.00 1082.00 CALDWELL HICHAEL C 


541.00 OLSEN JOHN H &: DONNA L 
541.00 DURANDO JOHN"A & FREIDA 


SFD M5-7538 20389 Z0394 
SFD MS-7538 Z0388 20395 


31 


33 
SFD(HS-7SZ4) 7233 7ZZ9 A47Z8 5650 
SFD-V 4/97 5660 
2SFD 7233" 7229 A4729 5590 


SFD 
SFD 


447Z9 5600 
1 138-007 0051 


047-ZZ1-00Z 1 138-007 0051 


1.00 
1.BO 


1.00 541. DO GERHARDT CLARENCE L &: BETTY A 1 SFD 
6623 A460S 5696 


A4717 5700 
M639 5730 
A4143 5736 


c} 


047-ZZ1-004 1 138-007 0281 1.00 
047-2201-005 1 136-007 0010 1.00 
047-221-006 1 138-007 0051 1.00 
047-2Z1-015 1 138-007 0051 1.00 
047-ZZ1-017 1 136-007 005.1 1.00 
047-2Z1-018 0 138-007 0050" .00 
047-Z21-024 0 138-007 0540 .00 
047-2Z1-027 1 138-007 0051' 1.00 
047-2Z1-033 1 138-007 0010 1.00 
047-2Z1-034 1 138-007 0051 
047-2Z1-035 1 138-007 OD51 
047-2Z1-036 1 138-D07 0051 
047-2Z1-037 0 138-007 0050 
047-221-038 1 138-007 0010 
047-2ZI-039 l' 138-007 0051 


1.00 
1.08 
1.00 


.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.80 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 SHOEMAKER JOHN H 
541.00 LEAVELL JENNIE K 
541.00 KELLEHER TRAVIS 
541.00 CROUSE JAMES & EILEEN 
541.00 DIAHANTINE TONY J 


.00 HAGLIULO HARTIN & JENNIfER 


.00 HAGLIULO MARTIN & JENNIFER 
541.00 JOHNSON WILLIAM J & BETTY J 
541.0n PIOTRKOWSKI IRV & CLAUDIA l 
541.00 AGUIAR ERNIE J & OLIVINE 
541.00 PIOTRKOWSKI 
541.00 STDCKHAH SUSAN K 


.00 PIOTRKOWSKI IRV ET AL 
541.00 PIOlRKDWsKI IRV 
541.00 GHIRINGHELLI JON PHILIP 


AUTO SERV 
1 SfD 


1 SfD 


1 SFD 
1 SfD 


VACANT 
VACANT 
1 SFD 
SFD 


SFD Z0567A4529 
1 SfD 


SFD 
VACANT 
SFD (13) 
SFD 


973.80 RANDAll HYRON & HARIlYN SFD + COTTAGE 
541.00 BARELlA LINDA KETAL 1 SFD 
541.00 BARELLA DONALD .G & SUZANNE A 1 SFO 


047-2Z1-040 1 138-007 005Z 
1 138-008 0051 


047-231-013 1 138-008 0051 
047-231-019 1 138-008 0051 2..60 1406.60 AARON VICTOR A TR SFD+ 20 Gl,I 


132 5740 
A450B 5800 
A4509 5866 


5620 
S836 


A4604 3Z1 
4591 70S 


704 
1611 275 
3840 303 


·0 


01412 
A4117 


27. 
3D7 


44117 309 
A4138 35 
A4510 Z5 


A4506 710 


ELY 
ELY 
OLD REDWOOD 
OLD REDWOOD 
REDWOOJj NORTH 
REDWOOD .NORTH 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
OLD REDWOOD HWY 
OLD REDWOOD HKY 
OLD REDWOOD HMY 
DLD REDWOOD HMY 
OLD REDWOOD HNY 
OLD REDWOOD H!lR 
OLD REDWOOD HMV 
OLD REDWOOD HNY 
BANNOH 
ADOBE 
ADOBE 
BANNON 
BANNON 
ADOBE 


. BANNON 
BANNON 
BANNON 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
OLD ADOBE 







SAO SONDHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORV LISTING 10/17101 PAGE 569 
DISTRICT OS-PENNGRDVE 


APH eHG TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


047-231-021 1 138-006 0010 
047-231-023 1 138-006 0010 
047-231-024 1 135-008 0051 
047-231-025 1 138-008 0052 
047-231-026 138-008 0051 
047-231-027 1 138-008 DOlO 
047-231-032 0 0-000 0000 


1 138-00B 0051 
047-232-020 1 138-008 0051 
047-232-021 1 138-008 0051 
047-232-023 1 138-008 0010 
047-232-024 1 138-008 0051 
047-232-026 1 138-008 0051 
047-232-027 1 138-00B 0010 
047-232-028 1 138-008 0051 
047-232-030 1 136-008 0051 
047-232-032 0 138-008 0050 
047-232-035 0 136-008 0000 
047-232-036 0 138-008 DODO 
047-232-037 1 138-008 0010 
047-232-038 0 138-008 0000 
047-232-039 1 138-008 0010 
047-232-040 1 138-008 0057 
047-232-041 1 138-00B 0051 
J47-232-042 1 138-008 0010 


1 138-007 0051 
047-310-002 1 138-007 0051 


RATE 541. 00 
ESD COMPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


RATEZ 0.00 
NAME COHMENT SITUS 


ADDRESS 
1.00 
1.00 
LOO 


L8D 


1.00 
LOO 


.00 
1.00 
1.00 
LDO 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.80 


.00 


• DO 


.00 
1.00 


.00 


1.00 
1.80 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 BECHTOLD FRED G & JUDITH K. 1 SFD 
54l.00 SCHULTZ LOUIS A & MARILYN S TR 1 SFD 
541.00 DAVIS STEVEN N & VICKI J 
973.80 STEWART lEROY H & MARY F 


SF. 
SFD+GU 99-0419 


541.00 REIDER HENRY J JR & ELIZABETH SFD 
SFD 


01612: 711 
01628 
01607 


6542 0129B 
0134<1 541.00 BAILLY KERRY & ANNIE 


.00 HAINLINE PLNCHK96-0Z56 


65 
51 


53 
55 
57 


o 
lZ 541.00 KALOGIANNIS JOHN P & MARIE E T 1 SFD 


541.00 TARCA JOHN C & TERRI LEE 1SFD 
541.00 KAlOGIANNIS JOHN P & HARIE E T 1 SFD 
541.00 WING WAYNE D & MARLENE C 
541.00 KAUHEVER JAKES A ,TR ET AL 
541.00 DORSEY HICHAEL J & PEGGY J 


541.00 ORNE JAMES A 
541.00 WACKER EARL 


973.80 WACKER EARL TR 
.00 WACKER EARL TR 


SFD 
SfD 20406 
SFD 


SFD 


SF» 


SFD+GRANNY 
VACANT 


A4170 
A4171 735 
01615 
6236 


,. 
70 
60 


A4706 50 
01343 48 
M187 110 


3631 2269 A4187 120 
o 


.00 KALOGIANNIS JOHN P & HARlE E T VACANT HS 160.861 


.00 KALOGIANHIS JOHN P & HARlE E T VACANT HS 160.861 
01701 
01701 


o 
o 


3Z 
o 


541.00 KRAUSSE PETER & URSULA TR SFD HS 160.861 20467 D1701 
.00 KALOGIANNIS JOHH P 8 HARIE E T VACANT HS 160.861 01701 


541.00 HC ISAAC KELVIN D SF. 
973.80 HC ISAAC ERIC R & MARIANNE SFD ... lID 


541.00 DAVIDSON FRED JOHN & IRENE MAR SF» 
541.00 NADEAU KIM A ET AL SFD 
541.00 BOCALEDNI BRUNO F & DIANE L TR 1 SFD 
541.00 FARROW JACQUELINE H 1SFD 


00777 755 


9420 7238 7099. 749 
A4116 100 


01747 88 


A4104 820 
A4627 800 


OLD ADOBE 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 


DAVIS 
ADOBE 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
.AVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
DAVIS 
ADOBE 
ADoBE 
DAVIS 
DAVIS: 
PHILLIPS 
PHILLIPS 


SAS SONDHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITlATION USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17/01 PAGE S7Q 
DISTRICT DB-PENNGROVE 


APH CHG TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


047-310-003 0 138-007 0054 
047-310-004 0 138-007 0051 
047-310-005 1 138":007 0051 
047-310-006 1 138-067 0051 
047-310-007 0 138-007 00:51 ' 
047-310-008 0 138-007 0054 
047-310-009 1 136-007 0051 
04i'3l1t-OlO 136-007 0851 
047-310-011 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-014 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-015 0 0051 
047-310-016 138-007 0050 
047-310-017 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-018 1 138-007 0056 
047-310-019 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-DZU 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-021 1 138-007 0051 


RATE 541.00 
ESD COHPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


'RATE2 0,.00 
. NAME COHMENT 


.00 


.DD 
1.00 
1.00 


.00 


.00 


1.00 
.00 


1.00 


.00 GRAHAH CLAUD A JR & JAHETT N VACANT 


.00 JDHKSON MARY LOUISE TR NOT CONNECTED 
541.00 HELD JOHN 
541.00 HEINZ EDWARD & HDNIKA 


1SFD 


SFD 
• 0 0 0 KEEFE SEAN ET -AL NOT CONNECTED 
.00 PHILLIPS STEPHEN C & NANCY R VACANT 


541.00 SCHNEIDER DOREEN MARIE TR 
.00 PHILLIPS J HOWARD & HITA 


SFD 
RIM 


541.00 NOLDEHAR LUCILLE H & ROBERT P 1 SFD 
2.00 1082.00 HILLER SARA TR ET AL 2 SFD 


.00 


.0' 
1.00 


.00 JASONI GORDON R & HARILYN L 


.00 JASONI GORDON R & HARILYN L 
541.00 NACKDRD ERNEST J JR 


NOT CONNECTED 
VACANT 


SFD 
1.00' 541.00 PINHE ROBERT A & AVERILL H TR SFD 
1.00 541.00 He AlEXANDER ALVA E & ROBBE T 1 SFD 
1.00 541.00 GUNHEIM ERIK STEVEN & ESPERANZ-SFD 
1.80 973.80 CASELLA RICHARD A & BEVERLY A SFD+GRANHV 


047-310-022 1'138-007 0051 1.00 1SFD 


SITUS 
ADDRESS 


504' PHILLIPS 
600 PHILLIPS 


A4111 500 


114507 498 


'00 
ZOO 


7179 •• 
6007 


A4134 101 
130 405 


SO, 


ZOO 


02409 198 


PHILLIPS 
PHILLIPS 
PHILLIP,S 
PHILLIPS 
PHILLIPS 
OLD REDWOOD HH'i 


PHILLIPS 
PHILLIPS 
PHIllIPS 
NITA 
HITA 


5692 5545 196 HITA 
M61B Z2. HOWARD 
30713 Z5 ' HOWARD 


5910 A4713 35 HOWARD 


1 138-007 0051 1.00 
047-310-024 1 138-007 0051 1.00 


541.00 NUNES DAVID R & CAROL R TR 
541.00 BRANSEN H TR 
541.00 HAESTRI ANTHONY C & ANNE A 
541.00 CONSTANTINO MAUREEN 


SFD (BUILDING LATERAL) 
SFD 


A4735 
8.555 


3851 
A4602 
112021 
11.4628 
A4S16 
A4643 
A4631 


.5 
75 


61 
55 


45 


60 


.0 
lD 
ZO. 


211 


HOWARD 
eRESO 
eREST 
CREST 


eRESO 
CREST 
HDWARD 
NITA 
NITA 
HITA 


047-310-025 1 138-007 0051 . 1.00 
\ 047-310-026 1 138-007 0051 


,/ 1138-0070051 
047-310-030 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-031 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-032 1 136-007 oasl 
047-310-033 1 138-007 0051 


1.00 
1.00 
1.0'0 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


541.00 PHILLIPS STEPHEN C & NANCY 
541.-00 FRANK LA HOYNE G & SANDRA J 
541.00 MORRIS PERRY J & SUSAN H 


1SFD 
SFD 


1 SFD 


1 SF» 


541.DO·JORDAH TIMOTHY P & DEBORAH LEE 1 SFD 
541.00 MATTOS ANTHONY J 1 SFD 


541.00 CHURCHILL, PETER TANSEY & ROBIN SFD 01-0216 


• 


• 


• 







w 


SAS SONOHA COUHTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORY LISTING 
DISTRICT BB-PENNGROVE 


AP" CHG TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


047-310-036 1 138-"007 OOSI 


047-310-037 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-03B 0 135-007 0851 
047-31B-041 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-042 1 135-007 0051 


RATE 541.00 
ESD COMPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


RATE2 (I.0B 
"AIlE 


1.00 
l.00 


.DO 


541.00 SEHFTEN ROBERT & LINDA 
541.00 TSUJIHARA HITSUO & HELEN TR 


.00 TSUJIHARA KITSUO & HELEN TR 
541.00 BORG GIGI E & JOHN T 


1 SFD 
1 SFD 


COHMENT 


NOT CONNECTED 
1 SFD l.00 


1.00 
1.00 


.DO 


541.00 ANGLIN CARROLL A JR & JEAHNETT 1 SFD 
541.00 GRAY JAKES P & CAROLYN B TR 1 SFD 


.00 KEN RDBERTS & SON GEM cONTRACT 
.DO .00 WOLDEHAR LUCILLE H & ROBERT P VACANT 


541.00 BECK HARK S & DEBORAH-A SFD 


10/17/01 PAGE 571 


SITUS 
ADDRESS 


A5354 5871 
A4165 5867 


5863 
A4539 587£. 
A4638 £an 
A4616 305 


lOS 


103 


8346 80£ 


OLD REDWOOD HIfY 


OLD REDWOOD HNV 
OLD REDWOOD HIIY 
OLD REDWOOD HNY 
OLD REDWODD HNY 
PHILLIPS 
PHILLIPS 
PHILLIPS 
PHILLIPS 


047-310-043 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-044 (I 138-007 0811 
047-310-045 0 138-007 0050 
047-310-046 1 138-007 0051 
047-310-047 1 138-007 0052 


l.00 
1. DO 541.00 HARTHAN WILLIAM H & STEPHANIE SFD (+SFDNC V 4/97) 96-0354 50 


570Z 
5700 


30746 20137 5704 


CREST 
Z.OO 1082.00 GALLAGHER ROBERT E & CYNTHIA G 2 SFD 0157-8 9014 83Z8 A41&4 1 138-007 0052 


047-480-002 1 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 HAGLIULO JAHES L & HARCELEE·A SFD 203Z7 
HATCHERV 
HATCHERY 
HATCHERY 047-480-003 1 138-007 0052 


047-480-004 0 138-007 0050 
047-480-005 1 138-007 0051 
047-480-006 1 138-007 0051 
047-480-007 1 138-007 0052 
047-480-008 1 138-007 0057 
047-480-009 1 138-007 0051 


i 1,047..,'640."'002 1 138-007 0051 
047-640-003 1 138-007 0057 
047-640-004 1 138-007 OU51 
047-640-005 1 0051 
047-640-006 1 138-007 0051 
047-640-007 1 138-007 0051 
047-640-008 1138-007_0051 
047-640-009 0 138-007 0050 


1.80 
.00 


1.00 
1.00 
1.80 
1.80 
1.00 
1.00 
1.80 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


.00 


973.80 KING WILHA 0 TR 
.00 DEBERNARDI ROSE H LIFE EST 


541.00 DEBERNARDI ROSE M LIFE EST 


SFD+GRANNY 


SFD 
541.00 0 BRIEN JOHN F & PATTI J SFD LOT 6 
973.80 WgsT WILLIAH & JACQUELYN SFD+GRANNY 
973.80, HAGLIULO HARTIN A a JENNIFER SFD+GU 
541.00 HAGLIULO WAYNE T & DIANNE K 
541.00 TAYLOR L & SANDYE S 


SFD 
SFD , 


9014 8328 A4184 
o 
o 


40990 5710 
40991 30747 5712 


96-0263 41091 5716 
5718 


99-0074 98-0003 Z22 


HONE 
HONE 
HATCHERY 
HATCHERY 
HATCHERY 
HATCHERY 
KATIE 


973.80 He BRIEN JAHES & MARY ANN SFD+GUOO-0386 99-0460 00-0459 Z32 KATIE 
541.00 HC' HAHDN GERALD P & -CYHDA 1R SFD 99-0461 
541.00 TUCKER KENNETH S & .JANICE 'M 
541.00 PEPPER S JORDON & JULEE A 
541.00 HEYER RICHARD A & HEAVEEH R 
541.00 SESSI HITCHElL a-JENNIFER 


SFD 
SFD 
SFD 
SF. 


48Z' RONSHEIHER 
98-0108 98-0003 452 RDNSHEIHER 
98-0107 98-0003 46Z ROHSHEIHER 
99·0102: 98-0003 472: . RDNSHEIHER 
98-0142: 98-0003 49Z RONSHEIHER 


.00 SESSI SHERRI LOT9YACANT V10AUS9a 98-0003 45Z RONSHEIHER 


(/ SAO SONOHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17/01 PACE 572 


() 


DISTRICT 08-PENNGROVE 
APH CHG TRA USE 


CD. CO. 


RATE 541.00 
ESD COMPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


RATEZ 0.00 
"AIlE COMMENT SITUS 


ADDRESS 
047-640-010 1 138-007 0057 
047-640-011 1 138-007 0051 
047-640 N OIZ 1 138-007 0051 
047-640-015 1 138-007 0051 
047-640-014 1 138-007 0057 


1 138-007 0051 
047-640-016 1 138-007 0051 
047-640-017 1 138-007 0051 
047-640-018 1 136-007 0051 


1.80 
1 .. 00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.80 
1.00 


1.00 
1.00 


047-640-019 1 138-007 0051 1.00 
047-640-020 1 13&-007 0050 1.80 
047-640-0Zl 1 136-007 0051 1.00 
047-640-0ZZ: 1 138-007 0051 


1 138-007 0051 1.00 
047-6(f0-024 11 ;1.3&-007 0051 ' .. 00 


1 138-008 0051 1.00 
047-650-002 1 136-008 0051 '1.00 
047-650-003 . 1 138-008 0051 1.00 
047-650-004 1 136-008 0051 1.00 
047-650-005 1 138-008 0010 1.00 
047-650-006 1 138-008 0051 
047-650-007 1 138-008 0051 
047-650-008 0051 
047-650-009 138-008 0051 
047-650-010 0 138-008 0001 


1 138-008 0051 
047-660-'002 1 138-006 0051 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


.00 


1.00 
1.00 


973.80 SESSI HARTIN TR ET At SFD+GAR+GU 97-0468 A4621 233' KATIE 
541.00 JOHNSTON ANTHONY H .& JENNIFER SFD 98-Q080 98-0004 6081 


SFD 00-0¥4 99-0448 9f1-0004 .077 £41.00 DOLLAR JUSTIN G ET AL 
541.00'FAREV RONALD L & CATHY J 
'973.80 KELLER CYNTHIA A TR ET AL 
541.00 SESSI HARTIN TR ET AL 
541.00 BRYON BRAD & KAREN 
541.00 SILVA WILLIAM & JILL H 


SF. 97-9335 96-0243 442 
SFD+GU 97-0134 97-0083 96-0243 43Z 
HH 
SFD 


42Z 
96-0257 96-0243 41Z 


SFD. 99-0075 99-0003 
541.00 SCHOENHOLZER KATHERINE H & BYR SFD 00-0118 
541.00 BECK ROY l & AHY SFD 01l-0243 
973.80 SESSI HARTIN TR ET Al SFD+GU 01-432 01-0364 
54}'00 BORG RICHARD D & ROSALIE SFD+BARN 99 .. 0504 99-0189 
541.00 GALLOWAY GARY G & CHERYL A SFD LOTS 00-0026 
541.00 SESSI HARTItI TR ET Al SFD 00-0418 


.00 NELSON BYRON N & EDITH ANN VACANT 
541.00 NELSON NENHAN B SFD 00-0124 
54}.00 NELSON BUILDERS INC SFn 00-0123 
541.00 NELSON BUILDERS IHC SFD 00-0122 
541.00 LAUDARI JOSEPH A & SHIRLEY A SFD 99-0465 
541.00 SPARKS KENNETH G & KATHRYN C SFD 00-0120 
541.00 STICE HARTIN ET AL SFD 00-0121 
?41.00 AHY RON & HOLLIE K 
541.00 BUCKLEY CHARLES T ET At 
541.00 GANNDN BRIAN ET AL 


.00 NELSON BUILDERS INC 
541.00 WATERFORD ASSDCIATES tLC 
541.00 WATERFDRD ASSOCIATES LLC 


SFD 99-0467 
SFD 99-0467 
SFD 99-0467 
VACANT IJUN99 


. SFD 00-0388 
SFD 00-0389 


6095 
12. 
157 
175 


6165 ,.8 
144 
,.8 
8.5 
855 


8.' 
870 


8.0 


050 
840 


83. 


8lD 


820 


9053 
9011 


MALCDLM 
HALCOL" 
RONSHEIHER 
RONSHEiHER 
RONSHEI"ER 
RONSHEIHER 
MALCDL" 
KYlERS 
KYlERS 
KYLERS 
DlD REDNOOD 
KYLERS. 
KYLERS 
-KYLERS 
RAINSHIHE 
RAIHSHINE 
RAINSHINE 
RAINSHINE 
RAIHSHINE 
RAINSHINE 
RAINSHINE 
RAINSHIHE 
RAINSHINE 
RAINSHINE 
RANCHO ADOBE 
RANCHO ADOBE 







SA! SDHDHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORV LISTING 
DISTRICT 08-PENNGROVE 


.PH CHG TRA USE 
CD. CD. 


047-660-003 1 138-008 0051 
047-660-004 1 138-008 0051 
047-660-005 1 138-008 0051 
047-660-006 1 138-008 0051 
047-669-007 1 138-008 0051 
047-660-008 1 138-008 0051 
047-660-009 1 0051 
047-660-010 1 138-008 0051 


TOTALS FOR DISTRICT 


TOTAL APHS: 
TOTAL APNS WITH ERRDRSt 
CHARGE CODE 0 ESDS: 
CHARGE CODE 1 ESDS: 
CHARGE CODE 2 "ESDS: 


CHARGE tODe 3 ESDS; 
CHARGE CODe 4 ESDS: 
CHARGE CODE 5 ESDS: 
CHARGE CODE 6 ESDS: 
CHARGE CODE 7 ESDS: 
TOTAL ESOS: 


" RATE 541.00 


ESD COHPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 


RATEZ 0.00 
NAHE 


1.00 541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LLC 


COHHENT 


SFD 00-0390 
1.00 541.00 WILL RUSSELL L JR & PATRICIA C SFD 00-0391 
1.00 


1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 


1.00 


08 


.86 
on 


.0' 
461.91 


.!lD 


.on 


.00 


1.70 
7.66 


471.29 


541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LlC 
541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LLC 
541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LLC 
541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LLC 
541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LlC 
541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LlC 


SFD 00-0392. 
SFD 00-0393 


SFD 00-0394 
SFD 00-0395 


SFD 00-0396 
SFD 00-0397 


)(, ;(, 6 6 5 ft?op 4' /dGJ:> 
6 $'1J 1i't-7 er.J POf iJ t.k7{ Gfi = J 2- 5/ )/&Dpi-B 


GS7Iw,7t> )'l)Wr -:ZLi7/r29 6-50 'j.. 7:-60 C fNCI--t)oI?'J fOX fO) 
:2- /2-l 5 '33 GY!) 


/ 


,:::l 0', /'"--:;' /(G j) 


) 


10/17101 PAGE 573 


SITUS 
ADDRESS 


.977 RANCHO ADDBE 
8939 RANCHo ADORE 
8901 RANCHO ADOBE • 8920 RANCHO ADOBE 
8958 'RANCHO ADOBE 
6994 RANCHO . ADOBE 


9:032 RANCHO ADOBE 
9076 RANCHO ADOBE 


RB!= D/i!J ? ob 


• 


• 







, 


) 


. 


Sonoma county Public Works 


Wastewater Operations Department 


Mr. Chris McAuliffe 
Box 777 
Petaluma, Calif. 


94952 


18400 Neeley Road 


Guerneville, Calif. 95446 
(707) 869-2809 


RE: Meter Readings from Penngrove Lift station 


Dear Chris, 


September 4, 1992 


The data you require from the flow meter at Penngrove Lift 
Statioriis as follows; 


June 3, 1992 to July 2, 1992 2.61 MG total in 29 days 
.090 MGD 


July 2, 1992 to Aug 3, 1992 2.82 MG total in 31 days 
.091 MGD 


Aug 3, 1992 to Sept 3, 1992 2.65 MG total. in 31 days 
.085 MGD 


.-- . '1 191,0 


W..-:. 


AI"'" 7151) (,(, 
---------------- . G iPP f) )r?Sf) kVtrC: P - 1-';7 


S 1.(17 (f -. 


Ronald E. Laufer 
Wastewater Supervisor 
West County Division 


1306890/pgreads 
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PennQTOW Reacl11-5 


Worksheet for Circular Channel 


Project FIle d:\ha.m.d\finw\projeat1.fm2 
Worksheet 
Flaw EJemem Cln:uIar Channel 
Method MlIlIlIIng'a Formula 
Solve For OI.cl!8!l!.e 


loputD!IIa 
a.ota 


Channel Skip., C.O[)4CCO Mt 
Oepth a.57 ft 
Diameter B.OO in 


R ..... 
MB mo' 


FlOWArftB 0.35 
WlrtledPerlmeter ." , 
Tep Wldth • .00 ,. 
Cm;ca!Depfu 0.41 • Pe"",ntFuil 100;C() 


slop_ a.ocBll27111tt 
Velocity ." "" VdccftyHwd 0.7 , 
Specific EnoIlJY RU , 
Frouda Number FULL 
Mrudmum Ol$d\Brge . ., ... 
FuJI FJ<JW Capa<:lly 0.76 ... 
Fun Flow Slope a.o0400llfflft 
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Method 
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Penngrove Reach 14-15 


Worksheet for Clr.:ular Channel 


d:li1aestlldllmw'iproJar:tl.fin2 


Manning's Formula 
Dis<:IJg'.E!. 


0.013 
O.OIOOOOfllft ". , 
6.00 m 


•. " riigd 
.20 W 


'" , 
0.00 , 
0.3a , 


100.00 
O.DUS53f\111. 
26 .. 
0.13 , 


FUU. , 
.FUll. , .. .. ,." .. 


D.1l10000ft/ft 
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Penngrove Reach 7-6 


Worksheet for Circular Channal 


DesIlllpiion 
PfoJ .. ct FlI. d:\hBesladlfmw'lproject1.fm2 
Worksheet eileel<: 
Flow ElemC'llt Ch<:t!lar C/ulnnol 
MethDd - Manning's Fonnulll. 
Solv .. Fo, 


Manllings Coalficiorrt 0.013 
Channel Slo[>E! n.OO4DOO Itffl: 
Diamlrtl!r B,OO m 


Results 
Ooplh 0." , 
Discbarga OA9 .0' 


0.35 W 
Wetted Perim.ter , .. , 
TopWldth 0.00 , 
CriticaIO.pth 0.41 , 
P.rcentFu.r 100.00 
CritiealSlop'" O.OOB027f11f1 
VBloc:!ty ,,, W. 
VeIoclt)'Hoad 0.07 • FUU. , 
Fronde Number FUU. 
M'8)I!mum Discharge 0.8Z .. 
Full Flowc..pactty 0.76 .. 


Flow 510£." 0.004000 Mt 
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Penngrove Reach 13-9 


Workshlilel: for CIrcular Channa! 


CescripHon 
F>ruJocI File d:\haeslad\fmwlprojectj.fm2 


MllIhod 
Solve For Full 


In.EutDBta 
ManningsCD"ffici!nt 0.013 
Channel Slope 0.003000 ftItt 
Diameter 10.00 In 


R_ 
Depth --li1l3 • Disclu!ree 0.78 ." 'Iow_ ... .. 
Wetted Perim.15r '" • TopWldlh O,CO • CrII!COI!Oepth .AO • PercentFuil 100.00 
CrIIlcalSlope 
V.,." ". '" VelD*YHead ... • Spaolm: Eriergy '"''- • FroudaNumbor ro,,-
MJOdmum D/:I<:h"rtI& ". '" Full Flow Capacity "" '" Fun FI<>w SIDE!. 0.003000 f!Itt 


.-()4:2G:32PM H ..... dM.1hod .. lo"- 37Broo_R .. d Wo.o1bUfy,t:TOO7Il" (000)755-1_ 
Fb ......... 
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PenngroVll Reach 8-16 
Worksheet for Circular Channel' 


Project p .. criptlon 
Project filo d:lhaestalflfmwlpruJact!.fin2 
Worbheet 
Flw.rElement CimuiarChannel 
Me\hcd Mannlnjj'll Formula 
Satire For Flow 


MUMings coeffIcient 0.013 
ChaI1nel Slope 0.o10000fllft 
Diameter 6,00 in 


Depth 
D!sehargo 
FlowArea 
WelIe.di"erimJter 
TcpW1dth 
Cri\ioa] Depth 
P.rc=ntFIJI 
Cri\lCliI Slop. 
Velac!l}' 
VelocilyHead 
SpecilioEnBruy 
FlIlude Number 
Maximum Discharge 
full Flow Capacity 
FulIFlow.!l)o,!!." 


0.50 ft 
0.36 mgd 
0.20 fI' 
1.57 ft 
0.00 It 
0.38 It 


100.00 
0,011653 MI ,,, '" 
0.13 ft 


fULL It 
FULL 


0.60 cf& 
0.50 cr. 
0.010000 ftIft 
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PENNGROVE ADWF bulldout 
Area Znnln Area No. of Flow Ultimate 


Plan Acres Units ADWFgpd 
A UR1 27.0 27 7009 


UR2 21.4 42 10903 
UR4 11.7 44 11422 


60.1 29335 


B UR1 42.8 42 10903 
10903' 


C UR1 5.2 5 1298 
UR2 14.5 8 2077 
LIm Ind 16.5 13200 ! 


annex 92 UR1 4.6 5 1298 
40.8 17673 


0 UR1 21.6 21 5452 
5452 


E UR1 7.8 7 1817 
UR2 4.7 8 2077 


12.5 3894 


F UR1 1.2 1 260 
UR2 26.5 52 13499 
Gen. Comrn 28 11680 


30,5 25439 


G UR2 14.4 28 7269 
UmComm 8.5 5100 


22.9 12369 


H UR1 8.4 8 2077 
UR6 13.2 78 20249 
UR2 4.3 8 2077 


7.3 6 1320 
Gen, Comm 2.2 1320 
UmComm 3.4 2040 


38,8 29082 


I UR1 18.2 18 4673 
UR2 21.3 42 10903 
UmComm 4.3 2580 
Umlnd 2.0 1600 
Quasi 23 1 220 


46.1 19976 


J RR2 4.8 2 519 
519 


K RR2 1.5 1 260 
Gen, Comm 0.9 540 


2.4 800 


L UR2 6.5 12 3115 
RR2 21.2 10 2596 


27,7 5711 


M UR4 11.4 44 11422 
UmCoiTlm 1.6 960 
Quasi 5.5 3 660 


18.5 13042 


N 0.0 0 


P RR2 36.7 18 4673 
4673 


Totals 406.2 541 179068 


Flow perESD 236 ,9pd/ESD per 1992 readings 
24 Factor of sa 1 0.10 


260 total. Use this for all calculations 


1 Enter the faclor of safe 
I I I I 
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PENNGROVE ADWF build out + DHE 
Area Zoning A .. " No. of Flow Ultimate Remarks 


Plan Acres Units ADWF d 
A UR1 27.0 27 7009 


UR2 21.4 42 10903 
UR4 11.7 44 11422 


60.11i!!!l . ·····..JBru 6490 35825 10#52 


B UR1 42,8 42 10903 :::·Mf_: 0 10903 


C UR1 5.2 5 1298 
UR2 14.5 8 2077 


I Lim Ind 16.5 13200 
lannex92 UR1 4.6 6 1298 


4 illil_mm _' 0.8!:L ...... ·A'[" .... " .. d 0 17873 


0 URi 21.6 
21 


5452 lW... .. 0 5452 ...... ¥il1K 
E UR1 7.8 7 1817 


UR2 4.7 8 2077 
12,5 m . ,.JlIl\[ 0 3894 


F URi 1.2 1 260 
UR2 26.5 52 13499 
Gen. Comm 2.8 11680 


30.5 '< 0 25439 ,;,' 


G UR2 14.4 28 7269 
UmComm 8.5 5100 


22.9 '-'oidim, '1 0 12369 


H URi 8.4 8 2077 
UR6 13.2 78 20249 
UR2 4.3 8 2077 
Quasi 7.3 6 1320 
Gen. Comm 2.2 1320 


) LimOomm 3.4 2040 
38,8 .. , .... .. '-";' ··.··1 2336 31419 10#85 


I URi 18.2 18 4673 
UR2 21.3 42 10903 
Lim Comm 4.3 25BO 
LIm Ind 2.0 1600 
Quasi 2.3 1 220 


48,1 '!l!!!l·"'T,Bl 0 19976 


J RR2 4.8 1_ 619 I. '. 0 519 


K RR2 :1.5 .. 1 26Q _ 
Gen, Comm 0.9 540 


2.4 m!?Mflc. J .: .... ,.. " 0 800 


L UR2 8.5 12 3115 
RR2 21.2 10 25g6 


27.7 !=":<U' ., 
0 5711 


M UR4 11.4 44 11422 
LlmComm 1.6 960 
Quasi 5.5 3 880 


18.5 0 13042 


N 0.0 0 
0 0 


P RR2 36.7 4673 
__ J 0 4673 


Totals 408,2 575 183221 


Row rESD- 236 dfESD er 1992 read!n 8 


I 24 Factor of safety = (1 0.10 


, ) 
260 total. Use this for an calculations 
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PENNGROVE PWWF bulldout 
Area ADWF Cumulative PeakIng Cumulative Area Peak 1&1 Cumulatllie Cumulative 


gpd ADWF gpd Factor PWWFmgd acres gpd 1&1 mgd PWWFmgd 
w/ol&1 


A 29335 29335 5.0 0.147 60.10 48080 0.048 0.195 


B 10903 10903 5.0 0.055 42.80 34240 0.034 0,OB9 


H 29082 39986 5.0 0.200 38.80 31040 0.065 0.265 


M 13042 53028 5.0 0.265 '9 14800 0.080 0.345 


C 17873 17873 5.0 0.089 40.76 32608 0.033 0.122 


I 19976 37849 5.0 0.189 48.10 36480 0.071 0,260 


D 5452 5452 5.0 0.027 21.60 17280 0.017 0.045 


E 3894 9346 5.0 0.047 12.50 10000 0.027 0.074 


K 800 10145 5.0 0.051 2.40 1920 0.029 0,080 


J 5'9 48513 5.0 0.243 4.80 3840 0.104 0.347 


N 0 82363 5.0 0,412 0 0 0.128 0.540 


P 4673 135549 4.8 0.651 36.70 29360 0.262 0.912 


F 2""9 25439 5.0 D.127 30.50 24400 0.024 0.152 


G 12369 37606 5.0 0.189 22.90 16320 0.043 0.232 


L 5711 179068 4.5 0.806 27.70 22160 0.327 1.132 


) 
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PENNGROVE PWWF build out + DHE 
Area ADWF Cumulative Peakln Cumulative Area Peak 1&1 Cumulative Cumulative 


gpd AOWFgpd Factor P\NWFmgd aores gpd PV\fWF mgd 
w/ol&1 


A 35825 35625 5.0 0.179 60.10 46080 0.048 0.227 


B 10903 10903 5.0 0.065 42.80 34240 0.034 0.089 


H 31419 42322 5.0 0.212 38.80 31040 0.065 0,277 


M 13042 55364 5.0 0.277 1. 14800 0.080 0,357 


C 17873 17873 5.0 0,089 40.76 3260B 0,033 0.122 


r 19976 37849 5.0 0.1B9 48.10 38480 0,071 0.260 


0 5452 5452 5.0 0,027 21.60 17280 0.017 0,045 


E 3894 9346 5.0 0.047 12.50 10000 0.027 0.074 


K BOO 10145 5.0 0.051 2.40 1920 0.029 0,080 


J 61. 48513 5.0 0.243 4.80 3840 0.104 0,347 


N 0 91189 5.0 0.456 0 0 0.128 0,584 


P 4673 144375 4.B 0.69a 0.00 0 0.232 0.925 


F 25439 25439 5.0 0.127 30,50 24400 0.D24 0,152 


G 12369 37B08 5.0 0.189 22.90 18320 0,043 0.232 


L 5711 187894 4.5 0.846 27.70 22160 0.297 1.143 


i, 
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I , j 


Reach 


·5 


Polnt11-6 
PoInt 14 -15 
Point 


TRUNK 


0.0040 0.490 
1100 D. 


B 


B 


rUIII'I.;I-9 "',(uu 


Point 8 -16 0.360 
.... .. S - 9 0.870 


1i1) 


,074 
.080 


1347 
).540 
0,912 
0.152 
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1I1<:i::i bulldout 


0.596 
0.410 
0.143 110 


-0.020 -15 seweru rade lndi; 
-0.132 -106 sewer ,upgrade Indicated 
0.208 161 -I-0,638 492 -L_ 


Indll 
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PENNGROVE TRUNK SEWER CAPACITIES bulldl 
Reaoh Line Size 810 Ca aol PWWF Available Ca aol Remarks 


md m d m d ESO 
Polnt1-5 A B 0.0040 0.490 0.227 0.263 202 
Point 2 -.4 B B 0,0040 0.490 0.oa9 OA01 309 
Point 4 -12 H 8 0,0040 0.490 0.277 0.213 164 
Po\nt12-fi M 8 0.0040 0.490 0,357 0,133 103 
Polnt3-11 C 8 0,0040 0.490 0.122 0.368 284 
Point 11 -6 1 8 0,0040 0.490 0.260 0.230 177 
Point 14 -15 0 6 0.0100 0.360 0,045 0.315 243 
Point 15-7 E 8 0,0100 0.670 0.074 0.596 459 
Point? _ 6 K 8 0,0040 0,490 0,080 0.410 316 
Point 6 -13 J 8 0,0040 0,490 0.347 0.143 110 
PoInt 5 -13 N 2><6 0.0060 0.520 0,584 -0,064 -49 sewer u grade Indloa! 
Polnt13-9 P 12 o.ooao 0.7BO 0.925 -0.145 -117 sewer upgrade Indlcal 
Pointe -16 F 6 0,0100 0.360 0.152 0.208 161 
Point 16 - 9 0 8 0,0125 0.B70 0.232 0,638 492 
Point 9 -10 L 12 0.0030 0.780 1..143 ·0,363 -310 sewer upgrade indIca! 


(1) Capacity Is based upon n-O,013 for AC.plpe 
2 A ns alive COl aclty Indicate a need for a sewer u rade 


) 
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PENNGROVE ADWF & PWWF based on current flow data for 2001 
Reach Trlbuta/y UneSlze Flows PWWF PWWF Peak 1&1 Estimated Capacity Available Ca aol 


area ADWF faotor gpd (6) PVIIWF (8 mgd (1) mgd (2) ESD 
Point 1 5 A 8 0.490 
Point 2 - 4 B 8 0.490 
Point 4 -12 H 8 0.490 
Point 12 - 5 M 8 0.490 
Point 3 -11 C 8 0.490 
Point11-B I 8 0.490 
Point 14 -15 0 6 0.360 
Point 15-7 E 8 0.670 
Point 7 - 6 K 8 0.490 
Point 6 -13 J 8 0.490 
Point 5 -13 N 2X6 0.520 
Point 13-9 P 10 0.780 
Point 8 -16 F 6 0,360 
Point 16-9 0 8 0.870 
Point 9 -10 L 10 0.123 4.500 0.554 0,022 0.576 0.780 0.204 175 


1 ArNVF: see oaloulation on Exhibit C 
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PENNGROVE ADWF & PWWF based on current flow data w/DHE lor 2001 
Reach Tributary Line Size Flow> PWWF PWWF Peak 1&1 Estimated ,Capacity Available Ca acl 


ace. ADWF molor 10Dd (B) P'WWF{B mod "} m d 2 ESD 
Point 1 - 5 A B 0.490 
Point 2 - 4 B B 0.490 
Point 4 - 12 H B 0.490 
Point 12 - 5 M 8 0.490 
Polnt3-11 C 8 0.490 
Polnt11-6 I 8 0.490 
PoJnt 14 - 15 0 B 0,360 
Point 15-7 E 8 0.670 
Poln 7-6 K 8 0.490 
Point 6 -13 J 8 0.490 
Point 5 -13 N 2XB 0,520 
Point 13 - 9 P 10 0.7BO 
Point 8 -16 F B 0.360 
Point 16 - 9 G 8 0.870 
Point 9 -10 L 10 0.131 4.500 0.590 0.022 0,612 0,760 0.168 144 


1) additional ESDs er DHE: 34 ESDs X 260 gpd/ESD - 8840 gpd 
2 ADWF=8840+122,535-131375=:O.131 


) 


. , 


I ) 
.,' 
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Penngrove " Additional Housing per Draft Housing Plan 2001 
I.D.# APN Ttlbutary LU Lot size Units per • Units per difference Remarks 


area Acres zoning housing plan as of 12-17-01 
5 047-166-011 UR2 deleted 
3. 047-191-003 UR1 deleted 
3. 047-082-008 UR2 deleted 
40 047-153-004 UR2 deleted 
41 047-153-006 UR2 deleted 
52 047-164..006 A UR4 3.41 13.00 38.00 25.00 
53 047-166.017 UR4 deleted 
85 047-173-016 H UR6 1.36 B.DD 17.00 9.00 


total 55,00 34.00 


• Used tar eT of Dens bonus, HOA, or HOC from the Draft Housi Plan 
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Project Descrietion 
Project File 
Worksheet 
Flow Element 
Method 
Solve For 


Ineut Data 
Mannings Coefficient 
Channel Slope 
Depth 
Diameter 


Discharge 
Flow Area· 
Welted Perimeter 
Top Width 
Critical Depth 
Percent Full 
Critical Slope 
Velocity 
Velocity Head· 
Specific Energy 
Froude Number 
Maximum Discharge 
Full Flow Capacity 
Full Flow Slope 
Flow is subcrltical. 


Penngrove Reach 5-13 two 6-inch 
Worksheet for Circular Channel 


d:\haestadlfmwlproject1.fm2 
check 
Circular Channel 
Manning's Formula 
Dlschar.l1.e 


0.014 
0.006000 ttllt 
0.50 It 
6.00 in 


0.26 mgd )< Z ?/J}&> 
0.20 If' 
1.57 It 


. 0.15e-7 . It· 
0.32 It 


100.00. 
0.010653 ttllt 
2.06 ttls 
0.07 It 
0.57 It 
1.0e-4 
0.43 cis 
0.40 cis 
0.006000 ttllt 


Or 5,2.. ,uGd) 


01/07/02 
10:29:44 AM Haeslad Methods, Inc. 37 Brookside Road Waterbury, CT 06708 (203) 755-1666 
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Project DescriJ?tion 
Project File 
Worksheet 
Flow Element 
Method 
Solve For 


InEut Data 
Mannings Coefficient 
Channel Slope 
Depth . 
Diameter 


Results 
Discharge 
Flow Area 
Wetted Perimeter 
Top Width 
Critical Depth 
Percent Full 
Critioal Slope 
Velocity 
Velocity Head 
Specific Energy 
Froude Number 
Maximum Discharge 
Full Flow Capacity 
Full Flow Slope 
Flow is subcritical. 


Penngrove Reach 5-13 two 6-inch 
Worksheet for Circular Channel 


d:\haestadlfmwlproject1.1m2 
check 
Circular Channel 
Manning's Formula 
Dischar.lte 


0.013 
0.010000 ftlit 
0.50 It 
6.00 in 


0.36 mgd 
0.20 It' 
1.57 It 
0.15e-7 It 
0.38 It 


100.00 
0.011553 ftlit 
2.86 ftls 
0.13 It 
0.63 It 
O.14e-3 
0.60 cis 
0.56 cis 
0.010000 ftlit 


)'; 


14/,4;/'116 j=p/L C-IP 
)JOG5 AlO'T P,fTC/rr /'LA.NS 


2 ?I f)@-:5 0/72 IUGj) 


01107102 
10;2B:32AM Haestad Methods, Inc. 37 Brookside Road Waterbury, CT06708 (203) 755-1666 
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both intersections by updating the signal timing (i.e., providing more “green time” to some movements, to
accommodate the added traffic, which would reduce the average delay and thus increase the
effective capacity. This would, of course, ultimately increase the volume of traffic passing through
Penngrove.

The DHE FEIR Traffic Study improvement recommendations are "generally" geared toward adding
capacity to reduce delay and ultimately "increase the volumes" of traffic. The traffic improvement
recommendations were made in a vacuum, in contradiction, without any oversight and reference to
"specific" County Penngrove Planning policies, application protocols, and guidance to "reduce" and
traffic calm local and regional traffic volumes thru central Penngrove. 

Recommendations

The PAPAC (Penngrove Area Plan Advisory Committee) requests that the Commission revise the DHE
FEIR Traffic Study recommended improvements to conform to"

1) All the Penngrove Area Plan policies and General Plan Circulation Element Section 7.7 "specific"
policies, application protocols, and guidelines to "reduce" and traffic calm local and regional traffic
volumes thru central Penngrove. 

NOTE: There is a currently a major sub-regional traffic study underway to implement the Penngrove
Area Plan policies and General Plan Circulation Element Section 7.7 "specific" policies, application
protocols, and guidelines to "reduce" and traffic calm local and regional traffic volumes thru central
Penngrove. Regional traffic impacts in the community of Penngrove cannot be properly evaluated in a
vacuum, in isolation from the sub- regional traffic circulation context in which it can best be understood
and assessed.

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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SUMMARY 

PENNGROVE 
SEWER CAPACITY STUDY 

By David Grundman November 4, 2002 

The Penngrove sewage collection capacity was analyzed based upon the current flow rates 
projected to build out and then included the proposed additional loading from the Sonoma 
County General Plan - Draft Housing Element. It was found that the existing collection system 
is not adequate to handle build out flows from the sanitation zone. 

Three reaches of the collection system appear to be inadequate. When the additional loadings 
from the Draft Housing Element are 100% applied, then the situation becomes worse. Two of 
the reaches will need to be upgraded even under the current projected buildout plan. The 
current flow rates are handled by the collection system and the addition of the proposed Draft 
Housing Element will not tax the collection system under current flow conditions. 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this study is to evaluate only the sewer capacity of the Penngrove collection 
system based upon current flow data and current zoning with proposed changes. Those 
changes are suggested in the Draft Housing Element of the Sonoma County General Plan, April 
20,2001. 

DOCUMENTS 

Exhibit A: Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton (KlJ/C) completed a sewer capacity study in June of 1990. 
Corrections were made to reflect current flow rates and zoning. ' 

Exhibit B: Sonoma County General Plan - Draft Housing Element (DHE), April 20, 2001, 
December 17, 2001 revisions, excerpts relative to Penngrove. It appears that a total of 55 units 
are proposed with about 34 being additional units. 

Exhibit C: Master list for Penngrove listing all of the sewer connections dated 10-17-01 for a 
total of 471.29 ESDs. 

Exhibit D: An old document dated September 4, 1992 showing a calculation for the average drY 
weather flow (ADWF)/ESD to be 236 gpd/ESD. This number may have come down over the 
years due to water conservation, but there are no current meter readings available for 
Penngrove. 

Exhibit E: A partial set of plans for the Penngrove collection system along with capacity 
calculations for each reach. 

1 
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Exhibit F: A series of spreadsheets, which analyze the expected flows at buildout with and 
without the DHE included. 

BACKGROUND 

The sewage from this system is pumped to Petaluma for treatment under an agreement, which 
currently limits the connected load to the equivalent of 3,000 people. The current loading is 
calculated to be about 1,251 people based upon the current masterlist load of 471.29 ESDs and 
the 2.655 persons per ESD as shown in Exhibit B. 

J/KIC completed a sewer capacity study in May of 1988. The study formed a basis for this 
current study. The J/KIC study contains two errors for the capacity of Lines E and N. The line E 
error was for the slope of the line, which when corrected did not change the ability of the 
collection system to handle additional loading. 

Line. N is a different matter. This line is actually composed of two 6-inch lines used for siphons. 
It appears that the cross sectional area of the two pipes was totaled and an equivalent pipe 
used to produce the capacity calculation. The correct method would be to simply add the 
capacity of each separate line together instead of attempting an equivalent pipe.. The end 
result, including an adjustment for the n.factor, is that Line N has an actual capacity of 0.52. 
MGD instead of 1.18 MGD shown in the study. 

The J/KIC study paints out two other reaches that appear to be in need of upgrading in orderto. 
carry the total build out flows. They are known as lines P and L in the J/KIC study. 

ANALYSIS 

The KlJ/C study was corrected directly per the notes above. This information was then entered 
into a series of spreadsheets (Exhibit F), which developed the peak wet weather flow (PWWF) 
with and without the DHE. Spreadsheet #9 shows where the DHE comes from. This 
information is then routed to Spreadsheets #1 and #2, which develop the (ADWF) as a basis. 

The PWWF is then developed in spreadsheets #3 and #4 by adding the 1&1 to the ADWF 
(increased by a wet weather factor ranging from 4.5 to 5). 

Spreadsheet #5 and #6 are a summary comparison of the PWWF to the sewer capacity. The 
spreadsheets suggest that capacity is already limited in three reaches of the collection system. 
Spreadsheet#5 indicates that the siphon located in.reach point 5-13 (area N) will be short about 
15 ESDs under Current buildout conditions. Additional study may show that this will not be a 
problem. It appears that the KlJ/C study may have simply used a straight pipeline analysis to 
determine the capacity of the siphon instead of a siphon analysis. 

Two other reaches for areas P and L are also short on capacity under the same conditions. 
Areas P and L where also pointed out in the KlJ/C study as being short on capacity. 

A comparison between spreadsheets #5 and #6 show that the addition of the DHE units will just 
make things worse as can be expected. The proposed DHE units are located above the areas 
P and L, which are the two lowest reaches of the collection system; therefore moving the DHE 
units to another reach will not accomplish anything. 

2 
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Spreadsheets #7 and #8 show that the two lowest reaches (areas P and L) can accommodate 
the additional loading from the DHE units under current flow conditions. An overloading of the 
two lower reach.es is expected some time in the future unless additional capacity is developed. 
This can take the form of greater water conservation, parallel lines, or direct replacement of 
some existing lines. It is unlikely that Area N (the siphon) will be able to accommodate the 
additional loading from the DHE units without further study. 

CONCLUSION 

The Penngrove collection system does not appear to have sufficient capacity to handle the 
expected build out loading under current zoning conditions along three reaches of the system. 
Capacity improvements are required just to meet the current buildout plan. The additional load 
from the DHP cannot be handled without capacity improvements. 

SOWflr CapacIty study 
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Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton 
Marathon Plaza, Tenth Floor 

303 Second Street 
·San Francisco, CaHforn1a 94107 

415·362·6065 

4 June 1990 

Mr. K. Giovannetti 
Senior Civil Engineer 
Sanitation Division 
County of Sonoma 
575 Administration Drive 
Room 117A 
Santa Rosa, CA . 95403 

Subject: Penngrove (CSA #19) Sewer System Capacity Study 
K/J/C 900010.00 

Dear Mr. Giovannetti: 

We have .completed the sewer system capacity study for the· Penngrove area in 
accordance with our Agreement. The enclosed report describes the work 
performed, and presents our conclusions and recommendations. Twenty-five. 
copies are furnished. 

We have enjoyed working with you, Larry Brown, and John Sciborski on this 
study. The analysis was done by Jill Bicknell and Kerwin Allen of our' office, 
under my direction. If we can provide any further assistance on this matter, 
please call. 

Very truly yours, 

KENNEDY/JENKS/CHILTON 

Daniel F. Seidel, P.E. 
Project Manager 

DFS/kadWPC1l3 

Enclosure 
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INTRODUCTION 
Background 

County Service Area No. 19 (CSA 19) provides sewer service to the 
community of Penngrove. The community is located in central Sonoma 
County along the Highway 101 corridor, within the Rohnert Park-Cotati 
planning area. A land use plan map is presented on Figure 1. 

Penngrove is·a community of primarily urban and rural residential land 
uses, with some commercial and industrial areas along Old Redwood 
Highway. Its population was estimated at 800 in 1980, and projected to 
increase to 900 in 1990 and 1,400 by the year 2005.. It is surrounded by 
rural residential development areas which are beginning to be developed. 

In order to be abl e to respond to' requests for new sewer servi ces, the 
Sonoma County Department of Public Works (the County) retained 
Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton to perform a sewer system capacity study and 
estimate the available capacity in the existing sewer system'. 
Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton was authorized to perform the study per Agreement 
with the County dated 30 November 1989 and to begin work on 29 January',' 
1990. 
Objectives 

The study involved an evaluation of the Penngrove sewer system with the 
following objectives: 

1. Determine the system capacity required.to serve the 
"build-out" population of CSA 19 allowed by the 1989 General 
Plan within the existing service area boundaries; 

. 2. Determine the residual capacity available in each pipe line at 
ultimate build-out·conditions. 

The results of the study provide the County with information to help 
respond to requests for annexations or increases i n popu 1 at ion 
densities. 

" 
METHODOLOGY 

Sources of Information 

The following information was obtained from the County for use in this 
study: . 

1. Sonoma County General Plan - Land Use Element and.Public 
Facilities and Services Element, Sonoma County Planning 
Department, adopted 2f March 1989; . 

2. Land Use Pl an Map: Rohnert Park-Cotati and Envi rons ,Sonoma' 
County General Plan, adopted 23 March 1989; 
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3. Sonoma County Assessor's Parcel Maps; 

4. Sanitation User Inventory Master List, prepared by Sonoma 
County Public Works Department, dated 27 October 1989; 

5. Construction Drawings, County Service Area No. 19, Wastewater 
Collection and Pumping Facilities Project C-06-1112, Sheets 
G-l, C-l throughC-47, February 1977. 

Peaking factors for wastewater flows were obtained from Figure 4 of 
Design and Construction of Sanitary and Storm Sewers, American Society 
of Civil Engineers, Manuals and Reports on Engineering Practice, No. 37, 
1969. The selected peaking factor curve is reproduced on Figure 2 of 
this report. 

Method of Approach 
The methodology used to estimate the available capacity in the Penngrove 
sewer system is' described below: 

1. A map of the eXisting sewer system was superimposed on a 
composite of the assessor's parcel maps and divided into 15 
major sewer lines of relatively uniform di'ameter and slope. 
The boundaries of the contributing areas to each line were 
determined and the size of each area in acres was estimated, 
using information from the assessor's maps and the 
construction drawings. (Note that the size of a contributing 
area equals the sum of the areas of its individual parcels and 
does not include street and road areas.) 

2. The estimated average dry weather flow (ADWF) from each 
contributing area was calculated as follows. The existing 
wastewater flows were determined from the County's sanitation 
user inventory master list of equivalent single dwellings 
(ESDs) on each developed parcel in the service area. Future 
flows from undeveloped parcels were estimated based on the 
maximum density allowed by the land uses specified in the 
General Plan (Figure 1) and unit flow rates associated with 
those uses (see Design Criteria). Estimated flows from all 
parcels in a contributing area, were summed to compute the 
total ADWF from each area. Area ADWFs are presented in 
Table 1. 

3. The total (or cumulative) ADWF for each pipe line was 
estimated by adding ADWFs from all upstream lines to the ADWF 
of the contributing area to that line (see Table 2). ' 

4. Peak dry weather flows (PDWFs) for each pipe line .were . 
estimated by applying a peaking factor to the cumulative ADWF 
for that line. The peaking factor was selected from a graph 
of peaking factors versus population (Figure 2). To use the 
graph, an equivalent population associated with the cumulative 
ADWF of a particular line was calculated, based on the ESD 
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flow rate and an average household size of approximately 2.7 
persons (from the County General Plan, Land Use Element, Table 
LU-ll). The cumulative AOWF multiplied by the peaking factor 
yielded the cumulative POWF (see Table 2). 

5. Wet weather infiltration/inflow (1/1) was computed on a gallon 
per day per acre (gpad) basis. The estimated 1/1 from each· 
contributing area was summed to produce a cumulative 1/1 for 
each pipe line. The cumulative 1/1 was added to the 
cumulative POWF to obtain the peak wet weather flow (PWWF) for 
each 1 ine (see Table 2) .. The estimated PWWF represents the 
total ·capacity required in a given line to adequately serve 
the needs of its contributing service area. 

6. The design capacity of each pipe 1 ine was computed using 
Manning's equation for open channel fl ow .. Since pipe capacity 
is controlled by slope, the minimum slope of the line was used 
to compute the capacity of the line if the entire line was not 
of constant slope.· The pi pe characteri sti cs and computed 
design capacities are presented in Table 3. 

7. The final step was to subtract the PWWF from the computed 
design capacity to determine the available capacity, in each 
line. The results of these computations are presented in the 
last columns of Table' 2. The available capacities are . 
expressed in million gallons per day (MGO) and in equivalent 
single dwell ings (ESOs). A negative result indicates that the 
line has insufficient capacity for peak wet weather flows 
under ·build-out conditions. 

A map of the Penngrove sewer system showing the 15 designated pipe lines 
and contributing areas is presented on Figure 3. . 

Design Criteria 

. For estimating existing AOWFs, a value of 220 gallons per day (gpd) per 
ESO was used. This value Was estimated by the County Publ icWorks 
Department .based on actual wastewater flow data collected during the 
period July through October 1989, and is higher th.an the 181 gpd per ESO 
used in the General Plan revision of 1989. For estimating future AOWFs 
from undeveloped parcel s, the foll owi ng unit flow rates were assumed for 
each specified land use on Figure 1: 

1. Residential (UR and RR): 1 ESO (220 gpd) per unit, assuming 
maximum density (in whole units) 

2. Commercial (Limited and General): 600 gpad 
3. Industrial (Limited): 800 gpad 
4. Quasi-Public (Schools and Parks): 220 gpd per ESO value 

assigned·by Sanitation User Inventory Master List 

Ultimate build-out was used to evaluate the worst case hydraulic 
condition for the system. It is not anticipated that the General Plan 
population of 1,400 for the year 2005 will be exceeded. 
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Peak 1/1 rates were assumed to be 800 gpad, regardless of land use. 
Flowing full capacities of pipe reaches were computed using Manning's 
equation, assuming an "nn value of 0.013 for transite (asbestos 
concrete) pipe. 

RESULTS 
Average Dry Weather Flows 

The computation of ADWFs at the ultimate build-out condition is 
presented in Table 1. The estimated total AOWF generated from the 
service area is approximately 151,000 gallons per day. 

Peak Wet Weather Flows 

The computations of cumulative AOWFs, cumulative POWFs, contributions 
'from 1/1 and cumulative PWWFs are presented in Table 2. The cumulative 
PDWF for the entire system is approximately 0.70 MGO. The cumulative 
1/1 for the system is estimated to be approximately 0.32 MGO, bringing 
the total cumulative PWWF to 1.0 MGO. 

At the request of the County, an 1/1 rate of 800 gpad was used to 
, calculate cumulative 1/1 and PWWFs. Based on this assumption, total 1/1 

represents about 30 percent of the peak wet weather flow. This 
assumption may be conservative, given that the sewer system is only 13 

,years old and that local groundwater level s are typically below the pipe 
inverts. However, this rate is probably appropriate for a future 
condition of ultimate build-out and a somewhat deteriorated sewer 
system. 
Sewer System Capacity 

The flowing-full capacity of each sewer line was computed and presented 
,in Table 3. These capacities were then transferred to Table 2 and 
compared to the estimated cumulative PWWFs to determine the available 
capacity of each line. In most cases, sewers were designed using a 
slope that would achieve a minimum self-cleansing velocity of 
approximately 2 feet per second. 

In Table 2, available capacity is expressed in MGO and in ESOs (by 
dividing the' available capacity in gpd by 220). Available ESOs 
represent the excess capacity in the sewer line above the capacity 
required to serve build-out in the area served by each line. Build-out 
is calculated using densities allowed in the General Plan. 

The computations indicate that all lines have sufficient capacity for 
peak wet weather flows at ultimate build-out except the two most 
downstream sections, line P (from point 13 to point 9) and line L (point' 
9 to point 10). The flowing-full capacities of lines P and L appear to 
be less than required capacity by 0.06 and 0.24 MGD, respectively. 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The analysis of the Penngrove (CSA 19) sewer system capacity and the 
estimated peak flows under ultimate build-out conditions indicates that 
the existing sewer system has sufficient capacity for future flows in 
the upper reaches of the sewer system. However, two reaches of the main 
trunk sewer (shown as lines Land P on Figure 3) connecting the upper 
reaches to the pump station have inadequate capacity for build-out 
conditions. Line L causes the most severe restriction due to its flat 
(minimum) slope and limits system capacity to 0.78 mgd. 

Replacing the existing 10-inch diameter pipes in lines Land P with 
12-inch diameter pipes or constructing a relief sewer will be necessary 
to meet build-out conditions within the CSA. No excess capacity exists 
to serve areas outside of the CSA, unless the two lines are replaced. 

Based on these conclusions, the following recommendations are made: 

• The County should continue to monitor seWer system flows to verify 
I/I rates and unit ESD flow rates. 

Lines Land P should be replaced'when approaching their 0.78 mgd 
capacity. Installation of 12-inch diameter pipes will increase 
capacity to 1.02 mgd, matching the estimated build-out flow. 

Consideration should be given to installing IS-inch diameter pipes 
for these lines if it is contemplated that areas outside the CSA 
boundaries win be annexed in the future. 
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TABLE 1, 

PENNGROVE SEWER CAPACITY STUDY 

ESTIMATED AVERAGE DRY WEATHER FLOWS, 
MAXIMUM BUILD•OUT CONDITION 

ULTIMATE 
ADWF 
(GPD) 

C1 > 

CONTRIBUTARY 
AREA 

TO LINE 
.. --·- .. ·--·-

A· 

GENERAL 
PLAN 

... ------.. -... 
UR•1 
UR-2 
UR·4 

AREA 
CAC) 

.-.-------
27.0 
21.4 
11.7 

EQUIV. 
SINGLE DWELLINGS 

(ESDs) · 

---------------27 
42 
44 

--------------5940 
9240 
9680 

TOTAL A.DWF 
TO LINE ----·---....... 

24,860 

a UR·1 42.8 42 9240 
9,240 

C UR-1 
UR-2 

LIM. IND 

5.2 
14.5 
16.5 

5 
28 

NOT APPLICABLE 

1100 
6160 

13200 
20,460 

D UR·1 21.6 21 4620 
.4,620 

E UR•1 
UR-2 

7.8 
4.7 

7 
8 

1540 
1760 

3,300 

F UR-1 
UR·2 

GEN. COMM. 

1:2 
26.5 
2.8 

1 
52 

NOT APPLICABLE 

220 
11440 
1680 

13,340 

G UR-2 
LlM. COMM, 

14.4 
8.5 

28 
 NOT APPLICABLE 

6160' 
5100 ·

.. 11,26D 

K UR-1 
UR•6 
UR·2 
QUASI 

GEN. COMM. 
LIM. COMM. 

8.4 
13.2 
4.3. 
7.3 
2.2 
·3.4 

8 
78 
8 
6 (2) 

NOT APPLlCABLE 
NOT APPLICABLE 

1760 
17160 
1760 
1320 
1320 
2040 

25,360 

UR·1 
UR-2 

LIM. Cc.+1M. 
LIM. IND. 

QUASI 

18 
42 

NOT APPLICABLE 
NOT APPLICABLE 

1 (2) 

3960 
9240 
2580 
1600 
220 

z, 18.2 
.3 

4.3 
2.0· 
2.3 

17,600 

. J .RR·Z 4.8 2 44{) 

440 

i:: RR·2 
GEN. COMM. 

1.5 
0.90 

1 
NOT APPLICABLE 

220 
540 

760 

L UR·2 
RR-2 

6.5 
21.2 

12 
10 

2640 
2200 

4,840 

M UR-4 
LIM. COMM. 

QUASI 

11.4 
1.6 
s.s 

44 
NOT APPLICABLE 

3 (2) 

9680 
960 
660 

N o.o · NOT APPLICABLE 0 
11,300 

0 

p RR-2 36.7 18. 3960 
3,960 

------~-~·-------·----------------~-------~------··------ ----~~··~·~···~~-------------
TOTALS 403.6 151,340 ' \ 

NOTE: 
'I) Sased on ESD flow rate of 220 gpc:1/un;t for residential areas, 

600 gpad for ccnmerci.8l areas,and 800 gpad for industrial areas. 
2) ESD for quasi-public l1rea obtained tram Sanitary User Inventory Master l.ist. 



LINE 

NO 

. --------
A 

B 

H 

C 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

FROH 

POINT 

2 

4 

12 

3 

TO 

POINT 

4 

12 

11 

!NCR 
Ml\.lF 
(GPD) 

(1) 

24,860 

9,240 

25,360 

11,300 

20,460 

CUMULATIVE 

ADWF 

(GPD) 

2,,860 

9,240 

34,600 

45,900 

20,460 

CUM 

EQUIV 
POP 

(2} 

3D5 

· 425 

563 

251 

PEAKING CUNULA Tl VE 

FACTOR PDIIF 

(MGD) 

5.0 D.124 

S.D D.046 

5.0 . 0.173 

s.o 0.230 

5.0 0.102 

J 1/CR 

AREA 

(ACRES) 

60.1 

42.6 

38.B 

18.5 

36.2 

PEAK 
1/1 

(IIGD) 

(4) 

, 0.034 

0.031 

0.015 

0.029 

CUM 

'1/1 
(KGI)) 

0.048 

D.034 

0.080 

CUHLJLAT·JVE 
Pllllf 

(IIGII) 

o.11z 

0.080 

O.i!38 

0.310 

o. m 

,· 
j 
I 
j 

l 
I 
l 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

LINE 
CAPACITY AVAILABLE AIIAILABLE J 

(MGll) CAPACITY EQUIV. J 

(5) (MGII) ESD I 
I 

o.sao o.328 1,490 I 
I 

0.5D0 0.42D 1,908 I 
I 

D.500 D.262 1,190 I 
I 

o.soo 0.190 866 I 
I 

o.soo o.369 1,616 I 
I 

LINE 

110 

,. 

N 

D 14 

15 

6 

15 

7 

17,600 

4,620 

38,060 

4,62D 

7,920 

467 

57 

97 

5.0 

s.o 

5.0 

0.190 

0.023 

0.040 

48.1 

- 21.6 

12.5 

D.038 

0:017 

0.010. 

0.067 

D,017 

0.027 

D.25B 

o.04o 

0.067 

j 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

0.500 0.242 

o.36o o.3zo 

D.500 . 0.433 

1,101 I 
I 

1,1t!i4 I 
I 

1,969 j 
I 

D 

E 

J 

7 

6 

6 760 

440 

107 

579 

5.0 

s.o 

0.043 

0.236 

2.4 

4.8 

0.002 

0.004 

0.029 

0.100 . 

o.a'r3 

o.n6 

· 1 
I 
I 

o.soo · 0.421 

o.soo · 0.164 

1,94'3 I 
I 

746 I 

IC 

N 

p 

F 

G 

I 
- I 

5 

13 

8 

16 

9 

13 

9 

16 

9 

10 

G 

3,960 

13,340 

11,260 

4,840 

70,760 

121,900 

13,340 

~.600 

151,340 

868 

1,496 

164 

302 

5.0 

-4.8 

s.o 

5.0 

4,6 

0.354 

D.585 

0.067 

0.123 

0.696 

o.o 

36.7 

311.5 

22.9 

27.7 

0.000 

0.029 

0.024 

0.01B 

0.022 

0.128 

0.257 

0.024 

0.042 

0.323 

0 .48Z 

o.a43 

0.091 

0.1.ss 

1.D19 

I I

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

~~,~ 
J.(IIIU--- 0.698 

o.1ao -o_;o63 
.,.. 

o.360 a.iii" 

o.sao o .335 

D.780 -0.239 

1' 
3,173 

I 
o I 

I 
1 ;221, I 

I 
t ,523 I 

I 
0 ) 

p 

6 

l 

TABLE 2 

PfNNGROVE SfWER CAPACllY-STUDY 

ESTIMATED PEAK FLOWS AND AVAILABLE CAPACITY 

NOTES, 
1)from Tobie 1 

- __.-- a'CJ '1-e?GfJ.. R&<f.1111~ == ;1. 7.-"t .J.,@G?-,-11 -1-10.l -,2._ t.o 1o/>lfl, · _ 
/ ,,,_ \JO-' f!-'~ 'tJ r,,;:q::=o- _Jrihlc: 

2)Based on an ESI) flow rate of 220 gpd and an average of 2. 7 persons per sing Le dwelling ~ ~ ~ ~-

3)From Figure 2 

4)aased <in an assumed l/l rate of BOD gpad
5)From Table 3 

' ?o71'l /{-,?;;! t. cS/) -'-' -:Z~ 
 / / _ 

/7/46(" U,(j : /f-#t:J 76 &J/.? ?'2i .,,,,--Z..C- J2B40/(# 
/JUCLU/)(T /0/4 f=-5 



LINE 

DESIGIIAT JON 
...... -------

FROM 

POINT 

TO 

POINT 

lllAII 

(IN) 

PIP); 

TYPE 

Sl.oPE 
(F.T/FT) 

(1) 

---·------

AREA 

(FT2) 

---------.. 

IIYI) 

RADIUS --.................. 

,,,. 
i'AW: 

----------

EST IIIATEll 
CAPACITY 

(HGD) 
............ ____ 

LINE A 5 8 TltANSITE 0.0040 0.35 0.167 0.013 0.50 

LINE B 2 4 8 TRANSITE 0.0040 0.35 0.11i7 D.D13 0.50 

LINE K 4 12 8 TRANSITE 0.-0040 D.35 0.167 0.013 o.so 

LINE H 12 5 8 TRANSITE· 0.0040 0.]5 0.167 0.013 o.so 

LINE" C 3 11 8· TRANSITE D.0040 D.35 0.167 0.013 D.50 

LIIIE I 11 6 8 TJIANSITE 0.0040 0.35 0.167 11.013 o.so 

LINED 14 15 6 TRANSITE 0.0100 0.20 · 0.125 0.013 0.36 

LIiie E 15 7 8 TRANSITE -~•OI D.l5 0.167 D.013 

LINE II: 7 6 B TRANSITE 0.0040 0.35 D.167 0.013 0.50 

LINE J 

LINE II 

.LIIIE P 

6 

5 

13 

13 

13 

9 

8 TRANSITE 

ca6> TRANSITE 

10 TRANSITE 0.0030 0.55 

0.167 0.013 0.50 
.,.,,lf-1., fr;>/!. 2..- (,/' Pl PP!:, i l!

O.Z50 ~ ~p
- ,01'-r ~ Cit' 
0.2llll 0.013 0.78 

LINE F 8 16 6 TRJ.NsrTE 0.0100 11.20 0.125 0.013 0.36 

LINE G 16 9 8 TllANSITE D.0040 0.35 0.167 D.013 o.so 

LINE L 9 10 10 TRANSITE 0.0030 0.55 O.i!OII 0.013 0.78 

TABLE 3 

Pl:NNGROVE SEIIER CAPM:ITY STUDY 

ESTIMATED CAPACITY OF 5amt LINES 

"IN. 

~ 

Wfl.ltl& .,tf)I/J.w:,H 
: 

.n,. 

NOTE: 
1) Represents miniffll.lR slope of pipe S1>Ctions in each I ine. Most pipes were designed at 

mini...,. slope, i.e. that &lope uhich would, maintain a flowing-full velocity of 
approximately 2 ft/sec. 
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7 .3.8 Penngrove 

Water service in the Penn grove area is provided by the Penngrove Water Company (PWO, 
while sewer service is provided by the City of Petaluma under contract to the Penngrove 
Sanitation Zone (PSZ). The PWC proviqes service within the Urban Service Boundary, to~ 
few scattered parcels on the west side of the Urban Service Boundary, and to the Cannon · 
Manor subdivision. · · · 

Water Service. PWC has water service from the SONA. PWC staff "doesn't know" if. 
they have sufficient supply to serve the holding capacity of the General Plan Land Use 
Map, which was 189 units in 1990. Future ab.ility to increase service will depend on 
the ability of SCWA to increase diversions of Russian River water. 

Sewer Service. The contract for sewer service with the City of Petaluma has a service 
area population cap of 3,000 persons. Service is currently provided to 460 ESDs 
(equivalent single family dwellings): Averaging the 1990 household sizes of the two 
Census tracts in which Penngrove is located yields an average household size ~
persons, yielding a current service area population of 1,220 persons. Subtracting 1°,220 
from 3,000 suggests that the service area could accommodate an additional 670 · 
housing units at the 1990 average household size. s·ince 189 units remain to be _built 
under 1990 holding capacity estimates, it appears that sufficient capacity exists to serve 
the population anticipated by the General Plan Land Use Map. · 

 

7.3.9 ~ussian River 
. . 

Urban water and sewer service_ in the lower Russian River area are provided by the 
Sweetwater Sprin~ Water District (SSWD} and the Russian Riv~r County Sanitation District 
(RRCSD). The service· areas of the_ two entities are very different, with the SSWD service 
area encompassing a large area that is outside the service area of the RRCSD. The RRCSD 
service area is coterminous with the General Plan Urban Seryice Boundary, and includes · 
the communities of Guerneville and Rio Nido, plus the intervening area· along the Russian 
River. · · · 

___ Water_Se1Yice. According_to.SSWO.staff, the District has water righ.ts toJ,214 acre-feet 
per year, with 147.32 acre-feet per year available to serve new connections. Current 
average demand per connection is 4,048 gallons per month, with no peaking issues due 
to adequate storage. Therefore, the SSWO could serve an additional 988 connections at
the average demand rate. Since the 1990 holding capacity of the General Plan Lancl 
Use Map for the Urban Service Area allowed for 636 additional residential units, it · 
appears that the SSWD could serve all residential development allowed by the General 
Plan within the Urban Service Area. However, the potential for additional demand 

· originating outside th~ boundaries of the Urban Service Area is unknown, as is the 
potential for commercial/industrial redevelopment. 

. . 

Sewer Service. Staff of the RRCSD has stated: "We will .be able to provide sanitary 
sewer service for the [RRCSD] assuming the existing urban service boundary and land 
u.se identified in the existing General Plan do not change~ Changes .to the General Plan 
may require changes to our facilities plan to accommodate any potential increase in 
treatment plant, storage, or disposal capaci~." · 

 

86 
·diftelmt2..tloc 



@ 

Sonoma County Urban Service Area 
Housing Site Inventory 
With Availability of Water and Sewer Services 

KEY: 
(1) "ID#" id_ontffi<ls tile subjact property on tile Ufban s..,,.,. ,,_,. Maps. ~) "APN"-AsMssor Parcel Numbw. (3) "Units Base",,_ Iha number ar ~,...,. ,_.. 
t,y mapped deneity. {4) "GP Den.' means 1h11 mapped General Plan IIISidanlial donsily in urilta par..,.., (5) Set loOll lol' mNning af "Stabo Density Bonus," "Houlh,g Oppolblnlr 

A" ond "Housing Oppcnun,ty c,• (6) FGr WBIB,and -•-· "y,,,I' .....,... provldar has~ ndal "Mora Than luloquate," •~ •"Adoqulio Wlh CGnc8ms" a 
ohown In Table 7.6 •ncl-. (7).,.. means total units; "Ill" moans Var; i.- Income; "L".......,. loVl loooma, "I.I" nwans rnadeJata ..,...,.,. ond"AM" """ns 9bc1Ye moderala incolM. 

Table,,A 

UR.4 
Hclusing Oppartu,iy A Housh,g01.-tu-C Wallor Sewer . 

UlbanSoMCII Unfts Exist 
Site# Map IC# Smtus -'-(Map#) APNi! Bua Units GP Oen Zoning T VL L AM T VL L Available? Available? 

1 9 Vacant ~rvllle(3) 1,40.160-011 1.11 5 0 UR 4;8 R1 B6 4.IIOU/AC 0 0 0 0 13 2 6 " 5 Yes Yes 
2 10 Vacant RR(7) 069-250-024 5.74 22 0 UR 4 RI B64DU/AC 0 D 0 0 64 8 31 25 Yes Yes 

11 D69-ZS0-025 
3 12 Vacant RR(7) 07tl-07IJ..040 1.38 5 D , UR 4 R1 !16 40U/AC 0 0 o. 0 16 z 8 6 Yes Yes 
4 13 Vacant RRm 070-160-018 3.58 14 0 UR 4 R1 E!6 .COU/ACF1f2SRBR 0 0 0 D 40 4 20 18 Yes Yes 
5 14 Vacant RRm 070,, 180-005 1.32 5 D UR 4 R1 El640UIAC 0 0 0 D 15 2 7 6 Yes Yes 
G 15 Vacont RR(7) 070-200-011 1.70 & D UR 4 RI B840U/AC D 0 0 D 19 2 10 7 Yes Yes 
7 16 Vacant Badl.layNI 1 OD-180-022 "4.00 16 0 UR ◄ RI CC B6 4DU/AC ·O 0 D D 44 5 22 t7 y.,.. Yes 
8 <IS U ndenlliliz■d Bad ea~m 100-200-037 Ul2 7 1 UR ◄ RI CC R6 -4DU/AC 0 D D 0 22 3 11 8 Yes Yes 

49 1<40-150-001 

9 50 - Ull<honJliltmd ~-(3) 1<40-150-004 3.94 18 5 UR 4.8 R1864.IIDU/AC D D 0 0 45 8 22 17 Y• Yes 
51 1~150-008 

10 52 Un""'1dll121ld :iPenns"""' 1&1· ·• 047'164-006 3.41 13' -1 UR 4 R1 B84DU/AC 0 0 0 a .. 38 4 19 15 Yes Yes 
11 54 Un.i..util121ld ··RR·m OB!!-281).(143 2.00: -e '' ,1 UR 4 R1 B64DU/AC D .0 0 D 22 3 11 II Yes Yes 
12 55 Undfflllili:ad RR (B) 070-010-005 1.86 7 1 UR 4 RI BB4DUIAC 0 0 0 D 21 3 10 B Yaa Yes 
13 56 Unclffljflliad RR(7) 071.QS0,1)69 2.98 11 1 UR 4 RI B64DUIAC 0 0 D 0 33 .. 16 13 Yes Yes 
14 57 Underutili2ed RR/Bl 07M4CMl17 3.18 12 1 UR 4 RI B& 4DUIACF1 F2 EIR 0 0 D 0 35 4 17 14 Yes Yes 
15 58 Underullli2ecl RR{B) - 071-250-008 1.87 7 3 UR 4 RI 86 4DUIAC F2 0 0 D ~ 21 3 10 8 Yes Yes 
1Ei 5S Unclenlll1ized Son Valley (11) 054-3BUl10 1.26 5 1 UR 4 R1 B6 -4DU/ACF2SDBR D D D 0 14 2 7 5 Yes Yes 
17 60 Unclerulil121ld Son Valley (! 1) 054-381-011 1.38 5 1 UR 4 R1 B6 4DU/ACSD 0 D D D 16 2 B 6 y.,.. Yes 

SUBTOTAL 42.B1 166 1& D 0 D 0 

-

URS 
Hou· A Housing o nnllll 1ml C Watllr Sewer 

UrbanS■IYica Units Exist 
Site# 
18 

·19 
20 

Mapl[);I! 

17 
18 

Sl=otuo -(Mapt) APIU """"" ea.. Units GPDen 
UR 5 

Zorina 
R1865DUIAC 

·T 

0 
\IL 

0 
L 

0 
AM 

D 
T 
13 

Vl L M 
2 B 5 

Avalabl&? 
y"" 

Awiabla?
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Vacant G......,!41 1!1MBS-001 1.12 5 D 

Vacant SRIR\ -,,054 1.26 6 D UR 5 R1 B650UIAC 0 0 D ( 14 2 7 5 Yes 
Yes 20 Vacant SRffl 125-042-015 3.55 17 D UR 5 RtBSSDUIAC 0 D D 0 .40 .. 20 18 

21 21 Vacant .Larld'iold (5) 1.112 9 D UR 5 R1 B65DU/AC 0 D D D 22 3 11 8 Yes Yes 

22 22 Vocant Son Vallay (12) 052-402-001 1.[17 5 0 UR 5 R1 Ba 50UIACF2BR 0. D 0 D 12 2 6 4 Y- Yes 

23 
24 
25 

23 Vacant 
Vocont 

Son V■lleV. (121 
Son Vallev {12) 

0!6-4814!2 
056-6SO-IXlS 

2.09 
1.22 

10 
6 

0 UR 5 
UR 5 

R1 ESOU/AC 
R1 ea SOU/AC • 

0 
0 

0 
D 

0 
D 
0 

( 

( 

D 

2ll 
14 
16 

3 
2 
2 

11 
7 
s 

9 
5 
6 

Yes 
Yas 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

D 24 
26 Vacant Son Valley (12) 133-150-038 1.37 6 0 UR 5 R1 BB 50UIACF2BR 0 D 

 

hoin74c.xls 



26 61 Underullllzad Graton !4\ 130-10Hl37 1.15 5 1 UR 5 R1 136 5DU/AC 0 0 0 D 13 2 6 5 Yes Yes 
'Zl 62 Undoru!lllzed Groton (4) 130-1◄5-003 1.00 s 1 UR 5 R1 BSSDU/AC D D 0 0 11 2 5 ◄ Yes Yes 
28 63 Undorullllzod Gra!an (4) 130-294-018 111f s 1 UR 5 R1 B85DU/AC 0 0 0 D 12 2 6 4 y..., Yes 
29 64 Underutilized Larkfield [5) 039-025-019 1.02 5 1 URS R1 B8 SOU/AC D 0 0 0 12 2 6 4 Yes Yes 
30 65 Underutilized l.luldield (5) OJ9.380,011J 1.51 7 1 URS R1 B& !iOU/AC 0 D D D 17 2 11 6 Yes Yes 
31 66 Underutilized Larldiekl (5) 039-380-026 1.09 5- 1 UR 5 R1 B&SDU/AC 0 D D D 12 2 6 4 Yes Yes 
32 67 Underutilized Larldiekl 15) 039-380-027 1.04 5 2 UR 5 R1965DU/AC D D D D 12 2 6 4 Yes Yes 
33 71 Unllonrtlllzad SR/9) 125-301-043 1.71 8 1 UR 5 R1965DU/AC 0 0 I) D 19 2 10 7 Yes Yes 

18 Q43..041-046 
H 12=-007 

34' Ge Vacantand Q43..041.oo! 
89 Underuli&zed SR (9j Q43..041-034 24.◄1 118 12 UR 5 R1 B85CU/AC 0 0 0 D 272 30 136 106 y.,. Vas 
72 125-◄51-002 

73 125-451-009 
·14 125-501-021 

35 75 Underutilized Son Valley (12) 052-211-045 1.76 8 1 UR 5 R1965DU/AC 0 D 0 0 2D 2 10 a Yes Yes 
36 76 Underutilized son Valey (11) 054-130-030 1.60 8 1 UR !5 R1 B6 5Dll/ACSRSP 0 D 0 D 18 2 g 7 Yes Yes 
37 77 Underulillzed Son Valey (12) klss-o72-043 1.26 6 1 UR 5 R1 l!6 500/ACSRSD 0 D D 0 14 2 7 5 Yes Yes 
3B 78 UnclanrtUlzed Son Valloy (12) 133-150-039 2.37 11 1 UR 5 Rt l!6 5DU/ACF2BR · 0 D 0 0 'Z7 3 14 10 y..,. Yes 

SUBTOTAL 64.63 260 H 0 0 D 

UIH 
Hamingf. :monunt iYA Housi1111 ""'rtunt,C Walar s-

limns.vi .. Unlls E>clot 
Site# Maple# Status ,.,_ (Map#} APN"I ,. .. .,. Basa Units GP Den Zonlria T VL L AM T YL L M Available-? Available? 

27 140-130-027 
39 81 Vacontond 1411-130-005 

82 Undorutillzed Gey5arvill• (3) 140-130-02B 5,01 211 3 UR s R21l68DU/AC 62 15 12 3! ST 7 29 21 Yes Yes 
ll4 14D-150-0f2 
79 140-100-004 

40 80 UndMdilized ca.yeenrille (3) 1.W.100-013 4.87 TT 6 UR & R2 B68DU/AC 58 13 12 33 53 6 26 21 Yes Yes 
83 140-130-QSS 

41 B5 Underullliffd Ptflng"""' 181 · 047-173-018 1.36 8 1 UR 6 R2B6SDU/AC 17 4 3 10 16 2 7 6 Yes Yes 
42 86 Undorulillzed Son Valley {12} 052-173-007 11.87 5 2 UR 6 R2 B&SDIJ/AO- 11 3 2 s 10 1 5 ◄ Ye& Yes 
43 ar Underu!llizod Son Valley (12} 052-272-027 1.43 8 1 UR 6 R2Bl!SDU/AC 18 4 4 1D 16 2 8 6 Yes Yes 

-· 
SUBTOTAL 1U4 76 13 151 18 75 58 

URS 
I Housin -A I Hollli1111 ci mortun 11110 Water ·SIIWl!r 

Url>an Service Unlls Exist I T I VI. I I AMI SIie# \0, Slatuo ,.,_(Map;t) APN"I Acn,s Unlls DPDon Zoning L T VL L M Available? Available? 
44 29 Vacant RR{B) 070-100-042 1.00 8 D UR 8 R2 BS 80U/ACF1F2BRSR I 161 41 31 91 0 D 0 0 Yes Yes 

SUBTOTAL 1.0D 8 D 0 0 0 0 

Table,-.4 

-



UR11 
M11118i,gQpp"'11111 VA Hou&inu o 111Dlhlnjty C war 8-r-

U,t,anSelvic:e U!lils Eldlt 
Sile# II» ~ -o,lal'"l APNIJ ,,,,,_ !lase llnlb, GPDan Zanlnir T VI. L Ml T VI. L M Available? Anllabk>? 
52 32 Vaa,nt Lllrldield (5) 0!9-025-082 4.51 • 0 UR 11 R2 B6 11DU/AC 101 21 211 1111 0 0 0 0 Ya v-

33 03!Ml25-0BS 
53 35 l.llrkfiold ISi 05&-231MJ71 3.06 33 D UR 11 F!2 8611DU/AC B8 14 14 40 D 0 D b Yes Ya& 

104 03ll-025-003 
5-1 105 Undorulil!Zed Larldi<olcl (5) !J3S.02S.OCl5 2.43 26 3 UR 1f R2 B611DLIIAC 55 12 11 32 0 0 0 ·o Ya Yes 

108 - 039-025-071 

55 1116 Underulillud Lllrldiold (5) 031Ml25-053 4.31 46 4 UR 11 R2 E16110UIAC '115 . 20 111 !IE D D D 0 v- Yt!IS 
107 03ll-ll25-054 

56 108 l.arkfiald .(5) 039-390-()15 0.&7 7· 1 UR t1 R2 B6 11DIJIAC 15 3 3 9 0 0 0 D Yes Vas 
110 WH'71-006 

. 112 058-1714!!3 
113 !158-171-1124 

5r WI Unden,tJllnd laditiekl 1.5) D58-17Ul25 7.86 85 34 UR 11 R2 B6 11 Dtl/AC 176 39 34 103 0 0 o· D Yt!IS Yes 
115 05&-171'"°'2 
117 058-171.(13& 

-_t,. 

118 0511'171-IMO 
116 L:arkfiold 1.5) 058-171--033 1.27 13 6 UR 11 R2 BB 11 DU/AC ZB 6 6 111 0 0 D ~ Yes Yes 

SUBTOTAL 24.17 Z5II 48 D 0 D 0 

Tabho--,.4 

UR10 
: 

Site# Ma1>IDI Slaws 
Urbans..vlce 
Areac_Mapt) APNIJ ,.,_. Units 

Baso 
Ellist 
Units GP Den z......, 

Homing 0 IPlllllri 111>, H.......,o ovc 

Awlable? Available? ,. VL L Ml T VI. L M 
45 S9 RR(8} 07D-G20-0'J7 0.78 1 1 UR· 10 R2 B610DUIAC F2. 16 4 3 8 0 0 0 D Ya Yes 
46 9D 

93 

Undandlllud SR(10) ~14UID2 
043-141-(145 

Z.57 25 7 UR 10 R2 B6100UIAC 52 11 10 31 0 0 ·o ·O Ya Yes 

47 
:!O 
91 
gz· 

v .... ntam1 
Undandllized 

SR('IO) 
043-1<11-033 
!043-141-mo 
043-141-035 

3.27 31 5 IJft 10 R2 18 IODU/AC B7 15 13 39 0 0 D 0 Yes Y• 

-48 94 ·unaOllltll~ · SR(111l 0¢H43-004 . 3.7-1 37 16 UR 10 R2 B6 1DOUIAC 75 15 15 4e 0 0 a D Yes y,,,,. 

49 

95 
96 

87 
SB 
98 

Und.rutlllMd SR(1D) 

043-1#-001 
043-144-003 
043-144-004 
043-1"4-005 
00-144-006 

6.25 61 5 UR 10 R2 B61DDU/AC 126 'ZT 25 74 C 0 0 C Yes- Vas 

50 111D 
101 

UndOlllllllEod SR(li) 125-2514!1 
1:ZS.251-00Z 

2.54 24 2 UR 10 RR B610AC 52 1t 10 31 0 D 0 D Vas v ... 

51 
31 

102 
103 

v .... n1,n11 
L/odondlllmd 

SR(!I) 
125-252-002 
1~ 
125'252.aM 

13.58 135 ,z lift 10 RRS61DAC %t3 SIi 55 152 0 0 0 0 Yes Vas 

SUBTOTAL 32.73 32B 38 0 b 0 0 

w-- s.---



UR15 

Site# 

58 

59 

60 

61 
'62 

JO, Slalloi 
36 

121 v-nt•nd 
122 Undorullll2ad 
123 
124 
37 \IBCanl ■nd 

134 Undolllfflimcf 
'120 

128 
127 
128 Undondlllzed 
129 
130 
131 Und•rulllized 
134 Undondllized 

-SUBTOTAL 

Urban Service Unils Exist 
_ ..... p#l APIH Ar.res - Units GPDeft :z:o-

DQ.064-010 
IM3-0B4-007 

SR~) - 4.17 81 4 UR 15 113 B6 15DUIACSR 
043-D64-009 
043-084-011 

SR(!i) 125-311HID3 5.84 B7 1 UR 15 R3 B6 15DU/AC 
125-381-004 

SR(&) I043-CJ64-004 1.0!1 1B 1 UR 15 R3 B6 15DU/ACSR 
125-1:11-0:ZB 
12S-131.Q30 

SR(9) 125-131-031 2.49 35 8 UR ·15 R3116 150U/AC 
125-131-(132 
125-131'°33 

SR(&) 125-131..o53 1.32 111 1 UR 15 R3 B615DUIAC 
SR(9) 125-331-1)04 4.115 74 1 UR 15 RS B615DU/AC 

1!1.81 292· .16 

HouslngOpporlun YA Hou.Ing Oppo!lunity C Wa1Br Sewer 

T VL L AM T VL L M Available? Awilable? 

12B ZI 26 75 0 0 0 0 Yes y .. 

176 36 35 . 105 0 0 0 D Yes y.,. 

33 'T 7 19 0 D 0 0 Yes Vas 

78 17 18 43 0 0 0 0 y.,. . Yes 

40 II II 24 D 0 0 0 Yes Yes 
149 30 30 "" 0 0 D 0 Yes Y• 

- Q. 0 0 0 

UR17 

Site# 
63 

10, Slatus 

136 Undonrtllloocl 
5UBTOTAL 

Utbanaerw:a Units Ellilt 
ANa(Map") APNt Acres a. .. Unlla GP Don Zonlna 

RR(B} · D7i!-120-048 D.35 5 3 UR 17 R3BB17F2SR 
0.36 e " 

I N......,,Opl'(lrluMVA I Opi,artunlt}' C Wamr Sewer 

I T l VL I L I AM J T VL L M Availabla7 Available? 
I 121 · 31 21 71 0 0 D 0 

a 0 D D 

UR2D 

Site# 
84 

IDIII Slatuo 
137 Underutilized 

SUBTOTAL 

Urban Sonrice 
Annt(Mapt) 

So'1 Valloy (U} 

Units Elliid: 
APN# Acres Unlb; GPDo<l Zoning 

054-340-033 0..36 7 1 Ill! 20 R3 B62DHDSD 
0.36 7 1 

I Housing Opportunlly A I HD11i1ng O oporlunilY C Wrar Sawer 

I T' I VL I L "'•.MI T VL L M A.vallable? Avalabla? 
I 151 31 31 91 0 0 0 a Yea Yes 

D D 0 D 

NOTES: 
Shaded totals raflK!th& higt,a,,l..ylolciir,g hou&lng Plllil""""- ThMatolalsaJB ..n....t inth• grandtutals. 

Tablel'.4 

-
Ac, .. 

llnlls Exist 
Unlbl 

Housing Opportu,lly A Hou- 0;,poJIUn!ly C 

T I VL I L I AM rlVLldM 
!TOTAL -1!!~.!l!i .. 1a&3. 160. --2010 I 428 .. 1 -4lt1 l .. t.111. 1091 f_ U4.J-141-I 416 . -
TOTAL UNITS ALL8WED 0N VACNIT NIP 

UNDERUTILIZED RESIC!NTIAU.YZGNED PROl'ERIIES 

-o 



;..'-. 
/ '"·{_ 

¾ ............ ,J 

, ' 

Penngrove 
LEGEND 

· Ganaral Plan land Uaa Doalgnalions I. DA•llhllraaAllricultuN 
LEA. Lind EnnslYe 11,g~culluN 
UA • Lind ln11niVf Agilculture 
RRD • Resau..,. & Rural Davalopment = RR· Rural lllsidlllltlal 
UR• lllban Rasldantlll 
RVSC • Racnlatian I Vlaffor .. wn; Comm. , I GC -Ganeral Cnmnmclal 
LC• IJm1lad Commercial 
LCtS-l.lmlllld Cnrnmarclal Traffic Sensitive 
GI• Garnlral lllllusldal · 
U-Umllad lndaslMI 
PQP • Pallllc/QuQI-Publlo 

~/ :.:·:_:: """Z L .... ,i ....... 

00 Avallable SlfD "'81 ID numbar 

A 
N 

-/"'>' 
i'-J""- / h 

: artmont ·, I Managmnont Dep 
' Permit mid RolOlltlle 

. 2550 Vell!ma Avenue Sam:a Rosa, CA 95403 
:707-S6S-1900 , F8'1'.: ?07-565-1 !03 

f"b'""'Y26,200! -Map6 

(_) 

() 

--, 
' ' \~ .. ) 



SAIi SDNOHA COUNTY WATER AGENcY SANITIATIDN USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17/01 PAGE 559 

DISTRICT 011-PENNGRDVE RATE 541.DD RATU II.DO 

APN CHG 
CD, 

TRA USE 
CD. 

ESD 
CD. 

CDHPUTED 
FLAT CHARGE 

HAHE COHHEHT SITUS 
ADDRESS 

?o47~osz-oz, l 138-D07 0051 l.00 541.00 HC HUGH B ELAINE ET AL SFD CHS 7092) 01997 ,1-.u l'ENMGROVE 

047-052-0ZB  047-071-011 

l 138-0117 0057 

l 138-007 0052 

1.80 

2.00 

973.80 BRAYTIIN STANLEY W 
1082.80 TENNYSOH HELEN 

SFD+GU DD-0470 00-0417 02001 

2 SFD A4547 

iua 
795 

PENNGRDVE 

GDOOIIZ!l 

il41-oa2-001 o 1311-001 0050 .oo .oo WILKINSON .JAl!ES CARTER TR NAill31D!lOLATS D0-11384 00-0051 191 PENNC;RDVE 

047-082-008 l 138-007 D052 2.80 1514.80 GOSSAGE JOSEPHINE A TR 2 RES.+KDBILE A416l ftOS RONSHEIHER 

D47-082-022 l 138-007 0051 1.00 541.ao TARCA HADELINE R TR l SFD .A4704 6167 OLD REIIIIOOD HIIY 

047-082-023 1 138-0117 0051 1.00 541.DO HEIKELL EVS.YN l SFD A470S . 6171 OLD REDIIUOll HIIY 

D47-082-026 l 138-007 D051 1.00 541.00 HENDERSON ALLAN E & VANETTA J l SFD 114198 6061 OLD REDifooD HIIY 

047-082-03t l 138-007 D051 l.00 541,00 HDDRE LAWRENCE D & SHEILA R l SFD A454P 53D. ·PALM 

047-082-031 · l 138-007 0D51 1.00 541.00 liUIIT JOHNS & DONNA J l SFD A4!i4l SZD PALM 

047-082-035 · l 138-007 0051 1.00 541.00 ORR NORMAN SFD PLNCIIK 01-436 A4542 6079 OLD REJIIIIIOD HIIY 

047-082-036 1138-007 0051 1.00 541. DO TllfT JED L & CONNI£ A l SFD A4545 501 RONSIIEIHER 

047-082-037 1136-007 D051 1.00 541.0o OCHS LOIS H TR l SFD A4544 503 ROHSHEIHER 

047-082-038 1138-007 0052 z.oo 1082.on HENDERSON ALLAN E & VANETTA J 2 SFD A4l97 6055 OLD REDIIDDD HIIY 

047-082-046 1 D-DOO 0000 1.00 541.00 SFD Dl-0279 D 

, ~/j.7,;D8:!f~D06 l .138-007 0052 3,00 162.3.D0 BURKE BRIAN II· 3 SFD A4l5B 6075 DJ.D REDIIDOll HIIY 

047-083-019 1 138-007 0057 2.110 108Z •. BO HltL£R EUGENE A & PHYLLIS F TR 2SFD 2LAT 99-0503 99-D069(005) 408 RONSHIEHER 

047-083-020 1 138-007 0056 l.DO 541.00 CASTELLI ANTONIO SFD 00•0091 99-053 A4158 406 RONSl£IHER 

04?-083-021 1 1311-0D7 D056 l.DD !i'il.BO HEAGLEY DARRELVN ET AL SFD 99•0503 99-DD69 WAS 1105 4011 RONSHEIHER 

(14.i'_""O_li4"'003 · 1 138-008 009D 35.20 19043.zo·vALCESC!([NI HAROLD & JOAN TR 41 IIH,IIUPLX,CDTTAGE '"620 6070 OLD REDWOOD HIIY 

047-084-004 l 138-0D8 D320 3.80 2D55.80 BRANDAL THOMAS & KATHY SEE APN & UP 9989 1648 A',645 1011 ADOBE 

047-D84~005 l 138-008 0051 1.80 · 973.80 COOK CLARENCE D & EDITI! ·H SFD + GU · A4650 -162 ADOBE 

047-084-007 l 138-008 0010 1.811 973.8D CHEEK DONALD T & PATRICIA A SFD + GU A4128 240 ADOBE 

~47-084-008 l 138-008 0010 1.00 541.DO TERR~ILINI JOSEPH C & YlRGINI SFD A~7 186 ADOBE 

/6A7"D9i.:.001 1 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 CAIIPBELL ROBERT H & PAULA G l SFD A4190 8815 PETALUMA HILL 

047-091-013 1138-008 0052 z.uo 1082. OD WHITE SCOTT ET AL 2 SFD A4150 355 ADOBE' 

047-091-018 1138-008 0051 1.00 .541.00 BECKMANN RALPH & GAIL ALTSClllll l SFD A4177 8925 PETALUIIA HILL 

'C (. (

) 

\\) 

-vila 
\},'\ 

\\'b 
\),,a. 

,

/ 

C SAi SONOMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITTATIDN USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17/D1 PAGE 560 

DISTRICT 08-PENNGROVE 

APN CIIG TRA . USE 
CD. CD. 

047-091-028 7 1311-008 0940 

D47-D9l-028 6 13ll-oOB 0940 

D47-D91-q33 l 138-008 OO!it. 

047-D9l~D49 l 138-008 0051 

047-091-050 1138-008 0051 

047-091-052 l 138-008 0051 

047-091-053 D 138-008 DODD 

047-D9l-058 1138-D08 0051 

.,·o,# . .,;252;002 l 138-007 DOSZ 

047-152-003. l 138-007 0052 

047-152-0D4 D 138-007 0052 

047-152-DB6 1138-007 0052 

047-152-0DB l 138-007 0051 

047-152-009 l 138-007 0010 

047-152-010 1 ~38-007 0D42 

047-152-011 l 138-007 0320 

047-152-013 D 138-007 0052 

047-152-0l' l 138-007 0052 

047-152-0~5 1138-007 0054 

047-152-016 l 138-007 0010 

047-152-017 1 138-007 0010 

 047-152-018 l 138-007 0051 

047-152-019 0 138-007 0850 

047~152-020 0 138-007 0050 

047-152-021 1 138-007 0051 

047-152-022 l 138-0D7 0051 

fp,ii'~l!i3'"004 l l!iB-007 D051 

ESD COHPUTED NAIIE CDIIIIENT SinJS 
en. FLAT CHARGE • ADDRESS 

7 .68 4154.BB PENNGROVE SCHOOL DISTRICT SCHOOL INV ADA 44742. 11945 PETALllHA HILL 

.OD 

9.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

.OD 

1.00 

1.00 

7.40 

.OD 

z.oo 
l.DD 

Z.D0 

5.60 

l.BD 

.DD 

4.80 

1.60 

1.110 

1.00 

l.llO 

,OD 

.oo 
1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

.oo PETALUMA cnv SCHOOL DIST OF T NT PUBLIC UEC) 

4869.DD TERRIBILINI JOSEPH & VIRGINIA S Sf'D-1 APT-Z DIIP-

541.DO SHAW JANET V TR 

541. DO GOLDBECK ICEtlllETH & TOBIE 

SFDCHS8D7U 

SFD(MS8D71) 

541.10 BONELLI RICHARD J & ANTOINETTE SFD 

.DD BONELLI RICHARD & ANTOINETTE VAC 

541.0D GROSSMANN RICHARD J·& LAURA A SFD 

SFD \I: 4/97 

D HONE 

A4528 225 ADDIE 
A4135 8905 

A4136 8845 

ll!!i 
U!i 

9!1-0187 

·"4121 

PETALUHA HILL 

PETAwiA HILL 

APDIIE 

ADOBE· 

IIATSONS 

GOODIIIII 541.10 PlHE LORRAINE H TR 

4003.40 KEPA AtltE ESTELLA 1ll 

.oo SCHWARTZ SYLVIA TR 

SFP/APT DLPK 4NH 3COMM OFFICE 

603 

260 
5601 OLD REDIIIIOD IIWY 

NOT CONNECTED 

1D82,DD LEE IIINSTON WING & Pill KIIAN TR Z Sf1l 

541.00 SEPPA EHIL M & MARIES TR ET A 1 SFD 

1082.00 SCIIIIARTZ SYLVIA 

3D29.60 BENSON INVESTMENTS INC 

!J73.80 BENSON INVESTMENTS INC 

.oo PINE LORRAINE H TR 

2. Sfil 

!i APT U + DPLK 

8900 SF' IIAREHOUSE 

NOT CONNECTED 
4 R£S - 1 MOBILE 

56D9 

AAi95 56Zl 

A461l 217 

A't607 5615 

01524 A4535 5675 

A461G .5711 

230 

A4119 20ft 

150 

· OLD REDIIUDD HIIY 

DLD REDlfDOD HIIY 

HATCHERY 

OLD REDWOOD HNY 

01.b REDIIOOD HIIY 

111.D REDIIOOD HNV 

GODDYIN 

DENMAN 

DENHAII 

2596.80 PINE LORRAINE H TR 

865.6D KEPA ALICE ESTELLA TR 

541.0D LA HDNICA JOSINE ET AL 

541.0D WRIGHT GREG II 

z l!DBILES SEE FILE 

SFD 01321 

81622 

01625 

Zll . HATCIERY 

SFD 

541.00 LAIN CONNXE SFD 

.Do LEE IIINSTOH WING & PUI KWAN TR VAC 

.110 LEE IIINSTDN IIING & PIJI KWAN TR I/AC 

!i<il. DO LEE WINSTON IIING & PUI KWAN TR SFIJ 

541.DO LEE WINSTON WING & PUI KWAN TR SFD 

Sotl.OD CREIGHTON DORIS A .TR l SFD 

l?llS HATCHERY 

7863 

7863 

203 

0 

0 

7116'.3 6609 1704 A4194 630 

7863 66119 1704 Aoti94 638 

A461Z 220 

HATCIERY 

GOODWIN, 

GOODIWI 

GDDIIIIIN 

GDDDIIIN 

HAT-cHERY 

,_

()

.,

RATE 541.DO RATE2 B.DO 
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SAB SDNDKA COUNTY IIATER ABENCV SAMITIATIDN USER DIVEtlTDRV LISTING lO✓l7.lll PAGE S61 

DISTRICT D8-PENNGROVE RATE 541,0D RATE2. 0.-ou 

APN CHG TRA USE ESD COMPUTED NAME CDMIIEWT SITUS 
ADDRESS CD. CD, CD. FLAT CHARGE 

D47-153-005 l l:5!1-007 0051 

D47-l53-U06 l l:sl!-007 0052 

047-153-007 l 13&-DD7 0051 

047-153-008 0 1311-007 00&4 

047-153-D09 l 131!-D07 0052 

047-153-01D l 138-087 028D 

047-153-011 0 ll8-007 0054 

047-153-014 l 138-007 0051 

047-153-018 l 138-007 0051 

047-153-020 l 138-007 00S7 

047-153-021 l 138-007 0051 

047-153-022 l 138-007 0051 

047-153-023 l 138-0D7 0051 

i.7;:.16:f,'0l)3 6 138~D8 0941 

047-161-006 0 138-D08 0100 

·/i,47;,_162"'006 l 138-008 00lD 

047-162-007 l 138-008 0052 

047-162-008 l 138-008 0010 

047-162-009 l 138-008 0051 

1.00 S41.DD BO'TTARINI GEORGE R JR & PHYLU l SFD 

z.oa 1082.0D GARZOLI STELLA " TR z SFD 
1.00 541.00 HOAR HARILYNME S ET AL l SFll 

.00 .08 HOAR HARILVNME SET -AL VACANT 

Z SFD 

A4522 5797 

A4185 5865 

A4S23 S7113 

S721 

A461,_ 5739 z.oo llBZ.80 IIOTTARINI GEORGE TR ET AL 

4.40 Z380.4D BOTTARINI GEORGE TR ET AL 

.OD .1111 BDTTARINI GEORGE TR ET AL 

60 SEAT llAR + 4 BAY. GAR A4S2l 5745 

VACANT/RZl.0453 !i79S 

1.08 

1.00 

1.ao 
1.00 

1.08 

1.01 

1.78 

.DO 

1.811 

Z.OD 

l.DB 

l.OD 

541.00 BUTTERWORTH ROBERT C & JACQIJEl l SFD 
541.00 ORSINI JAl!Eli J 1 SFD 

973.80 KDBROFSKY IIAR\IIN & RITA ET AL SFD+GRAIIIY 

541. OD IIDRN JAMES L I CELESTE Y SFb 

541.00 LUTZ JAMES E & HDRIIA L TR 

541.DO STllTIWD ADRIENE 

SFD 

SFD 

A4546 BIZ 

A4613 222: 

8094 7/f13 A,_nz 1111D 

742'> 6681 2l.D 

6962 66Bl ZZD 

A4733 2311 

919.7D RANCHO ADOBE FIRE PROTECTION D NT IHV-FIME 20355 2:1472 A418 11007 

• DO SESSI MARTIN TR ET At 

541.1111 ALMEmA JOSEPH & ltARIE TR 

1082:.DD LEIIIS RICHARD H & AIIIIREA L 

541.DD PDRTELU FRANK & .JOlEHE 

LAT BLDGSEIER 11-411 -HD DCC 1DD98 

l SF.D 

2 SFD 

SFD 

A4608 9981 

A4648 498 

A4S14 99n 
A4515 500 

OLD REDIIODD 1111V 

REDWOOD 

OLD REDIIOOD HWY 

OLD REDIIOOD HWY 

OLD REDWOOD !!WY 

OLD REDIIOIID HIIY 

DLb REDIIOOII HIIV 

GODIIWXH 

HATQERY 

GOODlllN 

NILA MAE 

HILA MAE 

HILA MAE 
PETALUMA 1111.L 

HAIN 

GROVE 't 

ADDIE 

GROVE 

ADDIIE 
047-162-0ll 1 138-008 0051 1.08 

047-162-012 '138-008 0010 ·l.08 

047-162-D13 1 138-008 0052 l.80 

541. DD SIM CYRIL IIODGEEL & .JAE. KYUNG l SFD 

541.0D RICHMOND BRADFORD S & .IAtE E SFD V3N0\198 
541.DD ORME BONNIE SFD 

973.8D ROEMER FRED It SFD + GRANNY 

98&5 

01091 9997 

859Z 04-ZI 9991. 

GROVE 

GRD\IE 

GROVE 

847-162-014 l 138-808 0051 

047-162-015 l 138-008 0010 

047~162-016 · l 138-008 9DlD 

,l'?l"li~02 l .1311-DINI 0019 

047-164-003 l µ11-0011 ODlD 

l.BD 

1.00 

1.08 

1.08 

1.00 

973.80 BRDNN KRISTINE 

541.00 SAHTERD BARRY J & LOIS B TR 

SFD,. GU 

SFD 

541.00 REICHARDT JA"ES D & ALLISON C SFD 

541.DD CAU.EH TIMOTHY J & IIARLEHE l SFD 

541.00 BRANT KENNETH L & MARILVtl N 'rR l SFD 

8082 77D5 A4 715 269 IKIIIIIIIARO 

80114 285• IIDIJIIIIARD 

111113 291 IIOUD\IARII 

A4549 309 OAK 

A4520 301 OAK 

-~O

_ _,,.,·

//o

SAB SDMONA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SAMITIATIDN USER INVENTORY LISllNG 111/17.101 PAGE 562 · 

DISTRICT 08-PENNGROVE 

APN atG TRA USE 
CD. Cb. 

 l 138-008 0051 

047-164-0ll l 138-008 0010 

047-164-013 l 138-1108 0018 

047-164-014 l 138-008 OQlD 

D47-164-Dl6 l l38-0D8 001D 

847-164-017 l 138-008 D032 

047-164-0U! 1 138-008 0051 

047-164-019 0 138-088 ODDO 

l.41:."i.6&-io113 l 138-DOB 0051 

047-16!i-DD4 l 138-008 0010 

047-165-005 l 138-DIN! DD57 

047-165-006 l 138-0IN! 0051 

047-165-007 i 138-008 0010 

047-165-0011 l 138-0118 0018 

D47-165-009 l 138-1100 0010 

047-165-01& l 138-008 OUlD 

047-165-0ll l 131-008 0010 

o47-16s~ou 

 ::ti::::: 
1 138-0118 0010 

l 138-: 008 o 010 

l 13&-0D6 00.!il 

047-166-004 ·o 136-0D11 00D5 

047-166-DOS l 138-0011 002Z 

047-166-006 l 138-0DB DD51 

047-166-007 l 138-008 0051 

D47-166-010 l 138-0D8 0051 

047-166~011 0 1311-008 0054 

047-166-DlZ D 1311-DDB 0050 

ESD C.OIIPUTED ·. NAME 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 

CDIIMBIT SI11lS 
ADDRESS 

l.llD 541,DO KANDY INVESTMENTS LLC ET AL PC - BAHNSEK SUB 

l SFll 
413115 A4550 101125 GROVE 

1.00 541.00 LIBERATI LOUIS R & JDLVNE D 

1.0D 541.110 WURST TIMOTHY C & JANICE I 

1.81 973.BD·MC CLELLAND EARTIIA D 

1.DO 541.DO GIIEFFLV MILLIAN J & Gl,.ENDA K 

Z.60 1486.60 SottMERS .JEFFREY L 

1.00 541.00 JAMES .JULIE ET'AL 

.DO .DO DEMPSEY SETH & JlltfANHA 

l,OD 541.0D l'ECH1ER GAREN DALE ET AL 

1.00 541.DD REIS JEFFREY DEAN 

·SFD 

SFD,. APT 

SFD 

SFD+DUPLEK 

SFD. 

VAC 

1 SFD 

SFD 

146 205 

. D0872: V'tl 

A4llii6 286 

A464D 409 

A4640 416 

A41,_7 292: 

1.ao 

1.00 

1.00 

1.oe 
1.00 

1.00 

l.OD 

1.00 

1.00 

973.80 PROULX ALBERT G & ANDREA L SFD+GRANNY 

D 

A41&9 n4 
A462:6 9996 

30691 A46Z5 9994 

A46Z.4 9995 

· 1.110 

.oo 

l-80 

1.00 

1.00 

1.0D 

.DD 

.oo 

541. DD PIAZZA .JANES A & MINETTE H ET l SFD 

541.011 MACKER GREGORY HARVIN & MARIA SFD LOTl 6Z97 6131 5785 A'"192: 325 

541.00 IIALSH JOHN T & .JOAN H 
5'tl.DD HASLAM GERALb H & JAKltE E 

541.00 ADAMS STEPHAN M 

I 

SFD. LOTZ 6298 6131 S785 Aft192: 9990 

SFD+APT Dl-422 6Z!NI 6131 A4l92 9986 

SFD LDT4 A4192 9980 

541.00 CONLON J PATRICK & PATRICIA S SFD LOTS 63110 6131 5785 A4192 9970 

541.0D OVA GENE D I AHN " TR SFD LOT7 6301 6131 S785 A419Z 6211 

541.DD PEROTTI DAVID M & KIIIIIERLY D SFD LDT6 63112 6131 S785 A4192: 355 

541.0D Wit.LlAMSOJ,I LOTTIE PEARL l SFll A4I45 264 

.OD HOWE KEN ET AL 

973.80 .JENSEN DOUGLAS A & NANCV A 

541.GD HICKS JAMES P & CDIDY L 

541.110 tlOHE KEN ET AL 

541.0D LICHAll GLORIA TR 

• ID tlDWE KEN ET AL 

.DD LICHAU GLORIA-J 

4CAR G'ARAGE Vl7AIJll98 10051 

SFD + GRANNY 

i SFD 

1 SFJJ 

-9236 A4173 10020 

A'i152 11028 

A4176 10051 

l SFD 44175 4S0 

VACANT 2.63ACRE Vl7AUG98 10051 

DRIVEIIAY/EASBtEHT Vl7AIIG98 

EAST 
IIDDDWARII 

IIOODWARD 

OAK 

OAK 

WDllbWARD 

GROVE. 

DU) ADOBE· 

IIOODIIARD 

IIOODIIARD 

HDDDIIARD 

l,IIIOIINARD 

GROVE 

GROVE 

GROVE 

GROVE 

OLD ADOBE 

WOODIIA!W 

EAST 

GROVE 

GROVE 

GROIIE 

ISRDI/£ 

NllllllllARD 

GIW\IE 

NIIIIDIIARll 

~

/
) 

RATE 541.DD RATE2 D.DD 

• 

• 

• 



SAB SONOHA COUNTY WATER A!IENCY SANITIATIDN USER INVENTORY lD/l7/Dl PAGE 563 

DISTRICT D8-PENNGROVE RATE 541.UD RA1E2 D.OD 

APN CHG TRA USE ESD CDHPUTED HAHE CDHHENT SITUS 
ADDRESS CD. CD. CD. FLAT CHARGE 

047-166-013 l 138-008 0051 

047-166-014 l 138-UDB D01D 

047-166-015 l 138-008 DOlD 

~47-166-016 l 138-008 0010 

047-166-017 l 138-008 0051 

047-166-018 l 138-008 0010 

047-166-019 1 ua-ooe 0010 

047-166-021 l 138-008 D010 

047-166-022 l 138-0IIS 0010 

D47-166-0Z3 l 138-008 0320 

047-166-024 D 138-008 0690 

047-166-025 l 138-808 0320 

047-166-D26 l 138-008 0690 

D47-166-028 ,l 138-008 0010 

047-166-029 l 138-0IIS 0D51 

047-166-030 l 138-0IIS 0329 

047-166-031 l 138-008 0051 

047-166-032 l 138-008 0057 

047-166-033 l 13&-DOB 0051 

047-166-D34 l 138-008 0010 

047-166-035 l 138-0D8 0051 

047-166-036 0 138-DDB 0050 

047-166-037 l 138-0DB 0010 

847-166-038 l 138-008 0010 

P47-l66-039 .l 138-008 DPlO 

047-166-049 l 138-008 0010 

047-166-041 l 138-008 0010 

1.00 

l.DD 

1.00 

l.OD 

l.80 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.28 

.80 

1.011 

2.00 

1.00 

1.00 

541.00 KALOGl'.ANHIS .IOHN P & KARIE E T l SFD 

541.00 FISHMAN NILLIAII ~ & HARGAIIET H SFD 

541.DD HEDINA EHIL ET AL SFD 

A<i1611 

00563 

o\4183 

00564 

46D 

240 

zoo 
501 

50Z 

500 

470 

541.DO STANDRING LOIS 

973.BD NISSEN NAHHEN B TR 

541.D0 NISSEN NAHHEH B TR 

541.00 HARCUS CORY 

541.0D VISE ROGER ti & TERESA A 

541.DD SHAW LINDA LEE TR 

692.48 NISSEN NAHHEH B TR 

.DO PENNGROVE SOCIAL FIREHEH 

541. 00 NEGRO ANTHONY C & REBEKAH L , 

lDBZ.00 PENNGROVE SOCIAL FlREHEH 
541.0D BENDER BERNARD J & REBECCA 

541. oo CUIIHIMGS BAND 

Sf'JI 

Sl'1l + HH 

SFD 

SFI) V17AUG98 

SFD 

SFD 

6400 SF WAREHOUSE 

01121,'A47-112 

A47Dl 

A41Z6 

A4115 3111 

44157 300 

A4703 11790 

PE!fHGRDVE CDMHIIHID P.ARK 

IIHSE 

ll8DD 

A4736 118311 

SFD+RSTRIIS V3ND\198 7429 A456D llBSD 

SFll A453l 716 

SFD 01292 718 

lfODOWARD 

EAST 

EAST 

OAK 

OAK 
• OAK 

OAK 

OAK 

OAK 

llli.IN 

HAIN 

HAIN 

2.00 1082.0D T C ENTERPRISES NINI STRGE+SFD 99-0346 120 

HAIN 

WOODIIARD 

WOODIIARD 

WOODWARD 

l.OD 541.DO CI-IRETIEN DENIS N & .JACQUELINE SFD A4156 5868 OLD REDWOOD 

LICHAU WOODS 

LICHAU HDDDS 

LICHAU WOODS 

LICHAU WOODS 

1.80 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

.• OD 

1.80 

l.BO 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

973 .BO KALAM HOHAHIIAD & SONIA SFD+GRANNY 1DDS6 10053 11416 804 

806 

808 

6111 

541.00 KROLAK PAUL ROBERT & JANET LT SFD 005Z 8249 

541.0D SANDBERI; PAIIOH C & JANET A SFP 

541.0D CEflESA SCOTT B & JACQUELINE LE.SFD 0162 8430 

• 80 KISSHANN GUNNART & SALLY H ET· VAC 

541.00 TUCK FRED JAl'IES -!R & CINDY HAR SFD· 

541. OD TUSLER ANTHDHY °I'' TR ET AL SFD 

S'il. DD FLORES RENE E JR SFD LOT 3 

541.DO EVANS CHARLES N & HANNELORE J SFD LDT 4 . 

541.00 CARPENTER E STAR ET AL' SFD 

8415 

D NONE 

96-0867 400 OAK 

410 OAK. 

41256 420 · OAK"'- • 

4113J. 44D OAK 

41387 II OAK 

SONOMA COUNTY NAiEJl AGEffCV SAMITIATION USER IIIIIENTDRY LISTING l0/17/Dl 

DISTRICT 08-PBINGROVE RATE 541.80 RATEZ D.llll 

APN CHG TRA USE ESD COMPUTED NAttE 
CD. CD~ CD. FLAT CHARGE 

541.00 ROBIN MONIKA 

COHIIEIIT 

SFD LDT 6 1.00 

.DO 

l.80 

• DD NORTHWESTERN PACIFIC RAILROAD NT VACANT 

973.80 BOYSEN SOENKE G & HARRIET C TR SFD+GU 

SITUS 
ADDRESS 

41126 48D 

b 

41:117 A4144 0 

OAK. 

NONE 

047-166-042 1138-008 0051 

047-166-043 · 6 138-0D8 0850 

047-166-D44 l 138-00& 0052 

D47-166-D45 0 138-008 00D1 .lio 
1.80 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

l.DD 

1.00 

.00 STANDRING LOIS VACANT+LAT D.37ACRE 97-0333 400 

EAST 

BANNON 

/4t~l7l~004 l 138-008 0010 

D47-17~-DOS l 138-008 0010 

047-171-D06 l 138-DDB DDlD 

D47-171-0ll l 138-008 0010 

047-171-013 l 138-008 0010 

047-171-015 l 138-008 0D10 

047-171-016 l 138-008 0D10 

047-171-017 l 138-1188 0010 

047-171-022 l 138-D08 0D10 

047-171-023 l 138-008 0010 

047-171-025 1138-008 0010 

047-171-D26 0 138-008 BODO 

047-171-027 ·o 138-008 DODO 

047-171-DZB l 13&-008 0010 

047-171-029 l 138-008 1020 

047-171-D30 l 138-008 UDlD 

047-171-031 0 138-008 0001 

047-171-032 l 138-DDB 0010 

041-111-033 ·o 138-ooa 0001 

047-171-034 0 138-008 ODOl 

047-171-036 l 138-D08 0019 

047-171-D37 l 138-DDB 0010 

047-171-D39' l 138-008 0010 

.oo 

.oo 
1.00 

1.00 

l.DD 

.oo 
1.00 

.OD 

.08 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

973.80 HITCHCOCK FRANCES J SFD·+ GU 

641.00 IIELL Til1DTHV JANES & J801IFER SFD+LATERAL 

541.DO SLACK RONALD JR & LORI $Fil 

541.DD ·NICKLES LINDSAY ti TR l SFD. 

!i'il. DD PERKINS ELSBETH TR 

li'il. DO ltC RAE JOHN & KOlRA AGNES 

S41. DO CLARK JXH II· & CINDY A 

541.00 PALLNANN HARVANNE 

1 SFP 

SFD 

SFD 

SFD 

541. DD DAVIDSON · STEVEN SFD 

541.00 llORDESSA JERRY A & JEAH II Srn 

541. DO DE HAAN ABEL & FRANCES SFD 

• 00 KINT THDNAS N & NARIE J VACANT 

• BO KINT THOMAS II & HARIE J VACANT 

541.00 GOLDBECK ELLA K TR SFU 

541.DO IIORRIS ROBERT II Er° AL SFD 

541.DO OSBORN CHARLES R & PAIILIHE l SFll 

.OU KINT THDttAS !'I & NARIE J IIAC 

541.DD KINT THOMAS N & NARIE J SFD 

.DO KlNT THOMAS N II KARIE J . VAC 

• DO KINT THONAS N & HARIE J 

541.00 CERHAK FRANKS &'KATHLEEN ti 

VAC 

SFD+SHDP 

541.00 STEPHENSON MATTHEW & ELIWETH SFD 

541.011 DION .JEFFREY THDH,\S & JOY ·LORR SFD 

44137 9990· 

99-0135 A'il96 266 

D0631 263 

44629 275 

Mll'o 9936 

4789 9996 

llllZD 99911 

A4744 261 

9960 

30671 30635 99611 

4895 9982 

9980 

9982 

A4lll ,0, 

01515 9956 

44164 9984 

0 

51183 9986 

.O· 

0 

A4l05 9950 

97-0437 97~0434 100 

98-0030 97-0434 · lZD 

OAK 

WOODWARD 

IIDODIIARII 

IHIDDNARll · 

DAit 

DAit 

OAK 

WOOIIIIARll 

OAK 

OAK 

OAK 

OAK 

OAK 

NOIE 

OAK 

OAK 

NONE 

OAK 

MONE 
IIIINE 

OAK 

EICHll:tl 

EICHTEN 

-



SAB SDNDHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17.'0l PAGE 565 

DISTRICT 118-PENNGROVE RATE 541.BD RATEZ 0.00 

APN CffG TRA USE ESI) COKPUTED NAME SITUS 
ADDRESS CD. CD. CD. FLAT CHARGE 

D47-171-D4D l 138-008 001 

D47-171-041 l 138-008 0010 

...-::i47-J.'7Z:·OD3 l 138-1108 0010 

047-17Z-004 l 138-0DB 0010 

D47-l7Z-005 l 138-D08 0010 

047-172~006 l 138-008 DDlD 

D47-172-007 l 138-008 0018 

,D47-172-008 l 138-008 OOlD 

J 047:_173.:,002. l 138-008 0010 

047-173-003 1138-008 0711 

047-173-004 D 138-008 0711 

047-173-005 l 138-008 0010 

047-173-007 l 138-008 0648 

047-173-008 l l38-IJD8 0788 

047-173-009 l 138-008 832.0 

047-173-UlD l 138-008 0113 

047-173-Dll l 138-808 UOlO 

047-173-0lZ l 138-888 DDlO 

D47-173-016 l 138-DDB 0051 

047-173-017 l 138-D08 0010 

047-173-Dl8 D 138-008 0100 

( B47·'l74:-oo3 1 13B-008 0010 

047-174-004 l 13B-008 0810 

047-174-005 1 13B-008 0018 

047-174-006 l l.38-008 DOit 

047-174~008 ·1138-D08 0112. 

047-174-009 D 138-DOB 0811 

l.01) 

1.011 

1.-00 

1.01) 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

l.DO 

1.DO 

1.00 

.oo 
1.00 

l.D11 

l..00 

1.16 

4.011 

1.lio 

1.0.0 

1.00 

1.110 

.110 

1.80 

1.00 

l.DD 

l.H 

3.18 ... 

541.0D MOLLENBERGER LOUIS VERNON ET A SFD 

541. DD LIBOR CURTIS I. SFD 

98-DDBZ 97-0434 140 

98-0199 97-0434 1611 

A4illl 289 

ZBS 

541.00 SHALAGIN SERGE R 

541.DO CHILTON FRANK 8 & JOAN D TR 

541.DD KOONCE RUSSELL I & RHEAHA S 

541.00 MARKS JOYCE K & RICHARD L 

541.DD WACKER LISffiE 

541.80 WACKER EARL TR ET AL 

541.DD SILVEIRA TROY R ET AL 

541. DD PENNGRO\IE CDMllllNITY CHURCH 

• IIO PEIINGRO\IE COIINUIIITY CIRIRCH 

541. DB LENTZ At.ICE ,G 

541.DB PENIIGRO\IE SOCIAL FIREMEN 

541.0D HtlTCHINSDN GERALD K£LLY 

l SFD 

S'FD 

SFD 

SFll LOT z MS 8341 

A41SS 256 

49zz· 254 

SFD LDT 3 

SFD LDT 4 

l SfD 

CHURCH 

4955 4940 4816 271 

4955 49'ill 4816 279 

A4543 9947 

A413D 9970 

PARKING LOT V17AUG911 

l SfD 

LODGE HALL 

FIREHOUSE VDUINTeER 

99n 

A41U 9985 

A46Dl 38!i 

627 .56 IIAYFiaD CL VDE A ZWHSE/OFF+/RETAIL 

A415ft 365 

A4166 9550 

A4l78 lDGlD 

A4174 361 

A'il09 9937 

A4127 9989 

.V.131. 9995 

2164 .DD TERRIBILIHI JOSEPH C & VIRGIIII CDNHERCIAL3IJNITS+sFII 

541.DD DLIIZAK CHRISTDAIER 

541.·ne SARASY U: AN11E S & BRIAN P 

541. 80 PEIINQIIDVE COIIKUNITY CHURCt! 

541.00 PEIINSROVE CDMHUtaTY CHURCH 

.eo "DNDIND BILL JACK & LUCY 

541.0D BRANT DARREL H & LI.IRIE E 

541.0D SILVA HAROLD E .II 

541.0U 14EVER THOMAS G & SHELLY A 

541. DU IEIER VAIRA TR 

1623.00 NJ:SSEN NAHMEN 8 TR 

• DD Nl:SSEN NAHHEN B TR . 

l SfD 

l SFD 

SFD 

SFD 

VACANT D.44ACRE V17AUG98 

l SFD M619 

9508 

ZBD 

ZBZ 

286-

1 SFD A4743 

1 SFD 

l SFD 

COMl1ERCIAL3IJNITS 

UTILITY EASBIEKT 

A~l9 

A4718. 290. 

A4703 10070 

10178 

EICHTBI 

EICtm!N 

OAK 
OAK 

WDODWARII 

NOODNARD 

OAK 

OAK 

OAK 

OAK 

OAK 

OAK 

WOODWARD 

IIDDDWARD 

PETALutlA HILL 

MAIN 
WOODWARD 

OAK 

OAK 

OAK 

HAIN 
OAK 

OAI'. 

OAK 
'OAK· .. 

HAIN 

HAIN 

.

,

SAIi ~ONA CWNT\' MATER AGENCY SANITIATIDN USER IffYEHTDRY LISTING 10/17/D1 PAGE 566 · 

DISTRICT D8-PENNGROVE 

APN CHG 'JRA IISE 
CD. CD. 

047-174-0lZ l 138-0D8 DllB 

047-174-014 l 136-0D8 DD5l 

p47-174-0l5 l i:58-008 0010 

./ i4.7t~8k011l, l 138-8118 DOU 

047-181-0&3 l 138-808 DOlO 

047-181~004 l 138-D08 Dllll 

D47-181-008 J 138-008 DlDO 

047-181-00'} l 138-008 812.1 

047-181-Dll l 138-0D8 DOBl 

047-181-014 l 138-0D8 DOlD 

047-181-015 l 138-008 D7ZD 

 047-181-1116 l 1311-008 0170 

l_D47-1Bl-lll8 1 138-008 81125 

 047-181-0ZD l 138-008 03!13 

047-1Bl-OZ7 0 138-008 DB51 

047-181-028 0 138-008 OOtl 

047-181-030 l 138~008 D113 

047-1Bl-D3Z ll 138-0D8 0180 

047-181-053· 1138-llDB·D212 

047-181-034 l 138-008 D018 

D47-l8l-D35 l 138-008 9052 

047-lBl-11311 l 138-008 0320 

 047-181-039 l 133-008 OlZl 

047-181-04D l 131!-008 0341 

447-:19.1·-003 l 13B-DD8 0851 

047-191-018 l 131!-00B 0051 

047-191~011 l 138-008 0051 

ESD COMPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 

NAHE COIIKENT SinJS 
ADDRESS· 

1.08 

1.08 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

541. lrll MC ClIHTDCK ESTHER L TR SFD A4106 ZOl IIDODIIARII 

.O& 

541.DO KNDlL DANIEL D & MARTHA E SFD 

541.DO FRAttClS PAVID ff & E11.EEt11'I SFD 

541.80 HEYER KRISTIN LIINP & MICHAEl D l SAi 

541.1111 scon HARK s JR 1 SFD . 

541.00 MERTES ANTHONY U TR 

• OU IIERPlCK JOHN 

RETAIL STORE 

VACANT 

7580 0823 Z78 

Z76 

A4143 9483 

A4532 9575 

A4734 '3575 

9901 

1.87 1011.67 CURRAN PATIUCK J IIEAUTY SHOP RETAIL BAR A4169 10009 

1.80 973.811 TRIIIIIER DIANE 8 ET AL SEE Fll.E A4191 10045 

l.DD 541.0D ZASTROW CHARLES J l SFD A~Z4 llDSl 

1.80 

1.11 

2.80 

1.00 

-.DO 

.DO 

2.60 

.OU 

l.DO 

1.00 

z.110 

1.00 

3.ZO 

1.00 

1.80 

1.00 

1.80 

l SFD + TLR 973.86 CAESARI GEORGE TR 

541.110 MAZZIE RALPH N TR 

1514.80 THURSTON SCOTT W & MARY JD 

POST OFFICE C~'!ltlOSFl 

ZSFD+GU B0-0406 99-0~78 

A47ZS ll.ZDl 

01051 11401 

ZZ8 

A4133 6041 

10137 

116111 

A46l69595 

541.Bll SORENSEN PHILLIP II CATHERINE T IIUl. 

.00 ·HYLES GEORGE & GlAllVS M R/N 

• DO NDSKELL ADELINE H NDT CUNIECTED 

1406.60 RAER LEWIS MICHAEL & JMIET QLI SEE FILE 

.DO MERTES ANTIIDNY U TR VACANT LOT 
541.DO LASLEY SPENCER H & LISA K ET A CDML 

541. DD SlEVENSON ClHDY 1 SFD 

1oaz.oo 11DNELLI SHARON M 

541.0D MYLES GEORGE F & GLADYS H TR 

1731.20 TDMRDSE WILLIAM 

541.DO BU~ JACK D & LEIIELLA TR 

973.8D PHILLIPS DOMALD ff 

Z SFD 

FEED STORE 

3 APTS + Z OfFICES 

COLD STORAGE 

SFD + Ill 

541.0D FUENTES SALVADORE & GECRGIA N 1-SFD 

973.8D SOARES DOROTHY E TR SFD + GU 

9585 

A4167 9555 

A4149 9543 

A413Z 360 

8123 8111 11035 

A471S 9591 

A414D 6039 

6676 M63Z 8840 

.V.731 487 

M-737 !iD5 

OAK 

OAK 

HAIN 

PETAL~ lllU . 
HAIN 

HAIN 

MAIN 

-MAl;N. 

PETALUMA HILL 
HAIN 

PETALIIIA HIU 

ADOBE 
OLD REDIIDIDI 

HAIN 

PETALIINA HILL 

MAIN 

1'1AIH 

HAIN 

HAIN 

ADOBE 

HAIN 

HAltl 

OLD REDWDDJJ NIIY 

PETALUKA HILL 

ADOBE 

ADOBE 

.,.\)ij_ }
~ q-3' 

J

·· 

\ .... ,

/

RATE 541. 00 . RATEZ O. DO 

• 

• 

• 



SAi! SONOKA COUNTY WATER A6EffCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORY LISTING 10/17/111 PAGE 567 

DISTRICT 08-PENHGROVE RATE 541.00 RATE2 D .OD 

APN CHG TRA USE 
CD. CP. 

ESD COHPUTED NAtlE 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 

SITUS 
ADDRESS 

047-191-D14 l 138-008 DD5Z 

047-191-016 l 138-008 0051 

047-191-017 l 138-008 0051 

047-191-018 l 138-DIHI 0051 . 

047-191-026 l 138-008 0010 

047-191-D3D l 138-008 0D51 

047-191-040 l 138-008 DD!il 

047-191-041 l 138-008 D051 

047-19l-04Z l 138-DOB 0051 

D47-191-043 l 138-008 0051 

047-191-044 l 138-008 0035 

047-191-045 1 138-008 0010 

047-191-046 i 138-008 ODSZ 

047-191-047 1 138-008 OO!il 

047-191-048 l 138-0D8 OOSZ 

047-191-049 l 138-0D8 0051 

047-191-050 0 138-0D8 0051 

i~ziz~OB2 0 138-0D7 0D50 

047-ZlZ-D03 l 138-007-0051 

2,00 lD82.DO ESTRADA MICHAEL E & PATRICIA K 2 SFD 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.0D 

1.110 

541. IID BAU6ARTEN ROSS & THERESA ANNE l SFD 

541. DO WHEELER TREVOR J l SFD 

541.00·NDIIELL TIKDTHY G I SFD 

541.DO SAVEL RICHARD L & ARLENE ET AL l SFll 

51il. DD TARCA JOHN C & TERRI L l SFD 

541. DO CHOPNAK CHARl..EffE H ET AL l SFD 

541. 00 SIILLil'AN ELI2AIIETH S SFD 

541.0D CAPDAREST JEAN B & TRAIJTE E SFD 

541.00 CAPDAREST JEAN JI & TRAUTE E SFD 

3.20 1731.ZO CAPDAREST JEAN B & TRAIITE E Z DPX 

541. OD MC CULLDdl SCOTT W & CAROL E . SFD 

1406.60 IJEfll'SEY JACK A & V:tCTOIUA 

541. 00 SOCHET TEIIRY DIANE TR 

' 

SFD + 2 APTS 

SFD+CIARAGE 

114200 475 

A4142 8928 

A4553 8B51 

A451B 8764 

A4644 !ill 

A4141 489 

Alilll! 447 

3800 3'n9 449 

44502 8816 

MS02 8810 

M50Z 87911 

114609 871& 

A47D7 87Zlt 

97-11336 Ml39 8930 

1.00 

2.60 

1.00 

1.ao 
1.00 

97$.110 SDCHET TERRY DIANE 1R SFD+GARAGE+G\l 99-0175 99-0159 8922 

541.DD SOCHET TERRY DIANE TR 

.oo .OD SAVEL RXCHARD L & ARLENE E 

.oo .DO WARD NELISSA TR ET AL 

2.00 1082.D0 WARD IIELISSA TR ET AL 

1.00 541.D0 WARD !£~ISSA TR ET ·AL 

.OD .DO CALIJWELL HlCHAEL C & CAROLE 

3.6D 1947 .60 BESSLER SIGRIDI TR ET AL 

:Z..00 11182..0D ~NHDR SANTO CRISTO SOCIETY 

SFD GAR/II Rtl&llAlll 00-0314 8926 

NOT CDNNECTEP WAS 047-l91-DZ7 517 

IIACAIIT 

z SfD 

1 SFD 
1/ACAHT 

5575 

124 5586 

126 5581 

5S79 

A4534 B 

A4750 · 55110 

ADOBE 

PETALIIHA HILL 

PETALIINA HILL 

PETALUMA HILL 

ADOBE 

ADOBE 

AIHJBE 

ADOBE, 

PETALUMA HILL 

?£TAUIMA HILL 

PETALUMA HILL 

PETALUHA HILL 

PETALUHA HILL 

PETALUMA HILL 

PETALUMA·HllL 

PETALIIHA HILL 

ADOBE 

OLD REDNDOIJ ~~y 

OLD REDWOOD HWY 

OLD REDWOOD HWY 

OLD llEIIIIDDD · 

ELY 

OLD REDWOOD IIWV 

047-212-004 l 138-007 0051 

047-Zl2-D05 0 138-007 10511 

-047'-Zl3~D04 l 138-Dll 0113 

047-213-005 l 138-0ll 0280 

047-213-009 0 138-011 Dl~l 
1;ii4'i~-ii'4'-oos 1 138-0D7 D052 

.eo 
3.0D 

1.00 

1.00 

• 00 SENHDR SANTO CRISTO SOCIETY 

1623.00 sNYDERMAN FAMILY LLC 

l REs-1 DIIP-1 MlT 
AUTO SRVC CUP.1042D) 

NC lUP 10420) 79 ELV 

3 SFD 

047-Zl4-0l4 . 1 138-007 D051 

047-214-815 l 138-007 0051 

541.0D FRITZ RUSSELL F & KARYN SARGAN.SFD LDT l 

541.00 ESTDUl!HES HIClfAEL & JllDint SFD MS-7538 

A4633 5520 ,. 01:11. REDIIODD 1111V 

96-_0137 

41399 

13 ELY 

2:9 ."_ELV 

0 

/04

/ J

)

. 

SAIi SONOMA CDIINTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATION USER INVENTORY LISTING 

DIS111:ICT 08-PENNGRDIIE RATE 541.DD RATEt 0.00 

APN CHG TRA USE ESD COMPUTED NAIIE CDNMENT 
CD. CD. CD. FLAT. CHARGE 

SITUS 
ADDRESS 

047-214-016 l 138-007 0051 

047-21~-017 l 138-007 0051 

047-214-018 1 138-DD7 0051 

047-214-019 l 138-007 ODSl 

047-214-82D 1 138-007 0052 

047-214-021 l 138-007 0051 

1.00 

1.00 

1.10 

1.uo 
:Z..DD 

1.00 

1.110 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

541.00 PETERSEN MIS S & DOREEN 

541. DO TAVENNER RAIIDV L· 

541.00 SWADLEY CORWIN 'II 

SFD MS-7538 2038'J 20394 31 ELY 

ELY 

,Ar.1~22boii1 l 1311-007 8051 

047-221-D02 l 1311-007 0851 

047-221-004 l 1311-007 0281 

047-221-005 l 136-DD7 00111 

047-221-086 l 138-007 D851 

047-Z21-0l5 l 138-007 8051 l.Oo 

047-ZZl-017 l 138-007 105} l,DD 

047-ZZl-UlB U 138-007 0050· .oo 
D47-2Zl-DZ1i D 138-007 054D .OD 

047-ZZl-OZ7 1138-007 DO!il 1.00 

D47-2Zl-033 l 13B-OD7 D010 

047-221-034 l 138-007 0051 

047-221-035 l l3B-D07 0051 

047-221-036 1138-007 0051 

047-221-1137 0 138-007 DUSO 

047-221-038 l 138-007 0010 

047-221-039 1· 138-007 0051 

047-221-D40 l 138-007 0052 

/ii41~~~-012 1 138-008 0051 

047-231-013 1 138-008 0151 

047-231-019 1 138-008 0051 

1.00 

1.00 

l.DI 

l.DD 

.oo 
1.00 

1.011 

1.80 

1.00 

1.011 

Z.6D 

SFD MS-7538 20388 20395 33 

SFDCMS-7524} 7233 7229 A4728 5650 

541.DD SILACCl LLOYD H & JUNE TR 

lOBZ.OD CALDWELL MICHAEL C 

SFD-Y 4197 5660 . 

541.0D OLSEN JOHN H & DONNA L 

ZSFB 

SFb 

541 .. 00 ourwmo ..NJHN·A g· FREIDA ~ sFD 
541. 00 GERHARDT CLAIIENCE L & BETTY A l SFD 

541.DD SIIOEIIAKER JOHN H 

541. OD LEAi/ELL JENNIE K 

-SU. DO KELLEHER TRAVIS 

AUTO SERI' 

l SFD 

1 SFD 

541. DD CROUSE JAMES & EnEEN l SFD 

541.DD DIAIIAIITlllE TONV J l SFD 

• DO MAGLIULO MARTIN & .JENNIFER VACANT 

.DD MAGLIULO MARTIN & .;JENNIFER VACANT 

541.00 JDHKSDN WILLIAM J & BETTY J l SFD 

541.00 ?IDTRKDWSKI IRV & CLAUDlA L SFD 

541. OD AGUIAR ERNIE J & OLI\':INE SfJl ZD567A4529 

541.DO PIOTRKOWSKI l SFD 

541.0D STOCKHAM SUSAN K SFD 

• DO PlDTRKDNSKI IRV ET AL VACANT 

541.00 PlOTRKDWSKI IRV SFD C83) 

541. DD GHIRINGH'ELLl JOH PHILIP SFD 

973.BD RANDALL HYRDN & MARILYN SFD + COTTAGE 

541. 00 BARELLA LlffDA K ET AL l SFD 

541.0D BARELLA DONALD .G & SUZANNE A l SFD 

1406.60 AARON \IICTDR A TR SFD + 2 111,1 

7233. 7229 A4729 55911 

Ali7Z9 56011 
··-

6623 A46D5 5696 

A4717 57D8 

A463'J 5731 

44145 5736 

132 574D 

445118 5808 

Ali!ill9 51166 

5820 

5836 

A460'i- 321 

4591 7D8. 

7D4 

1611 275 

3840 3D3 

·o 
Dl41Z 279 

MU7 387 

44117 389 

A4l38 35 

A451D ZS 

114506 710 

Dl.D REDWOOD 

OLD REDNODD 

REDWDDJI NORTH 

REDWOOD NORTH 

OLD REDWOOD 1111V 

OLD REDIIODD 1111V 

OLD REIIIMIDD 1111V 

Olli REllllllllll HWV 

OLD REDIIDUD IINY 

OLD REDNOOD 1111V 

OLD REDIIODP ll!JR 
OLD REDIIODD HWY 

OLD REDWDml HIIY 

BANNON 
ADDIE 

ADOBE 

IIANNDN 

BANNDN 

ADOBE 

BANNON 

BAIIIDN 

BAIIIDN 

llAVlS 

DAVIS 

OLD ADDIE 

l0/17/Dl PAGE 56&· 



SA8 SONOHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANinATIOH USER INVEHTORV LISTING 10/17/01 PAGE 569 

DISTRICT 08-PENNGRDVE RATE 541.00 RATE2 n.oo 
APN CHG TRA USE ESD CDNPUTED NAME CDHl!ENT SITUS 

ADDRESS CD. CD. CD. FLAT CHARGE 

047-231-021 1 138-008 0010 

047-231-823 l 138-808 0010 

047-231-024 l 138-088 0051 

047-231-025 l 138-DOB DD52 

047-231-026 l 138-008 0851 

047-231-027 l 138-008 0010 

047-231-032 D 0•000 0008 

,/047-232~19 l 138-008 0851 

047-232-020 1 138-088 0051 

047-232-0ZJ l 138-008 0051 

D47-232-023 l 138-008 0010 

047-232-024 l 138-008 0051 

D47-232-026 l 138-008 0051 

047-232-0Z? l 138-0IIB 0010 

047-232-DZB 1 138-008 D051 

047-232-D30 l 138-008 0151 

047-232-032 0 138-008 0150 

047-232-035 0 138-008 ODDO 

047-232-036 0 138-008 0800 

047-232-037 l 138-008 8010 

047-232-038 0 138-088 8000 

047-232-039 l 138-008 0010 

047-232-040 l l38~DDB ODS? 

D47-232-041 l 138-018 0051 

_947-232-842 l 138-0IB 0011 

.<io.47".''31_(1+001 l 138-087 0051 

047-310-002 l l38-DD7 0051 

1.00 

l,DD 

l..OD 

l.80 

1.00 

1.00 

.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

LOO 

LOO 

1.00 

l.DD 

1.08 

1.ao 
.OD 

.oe 

.DD 

l.DD 

.oo· 
1.08 

I.BO 

L88 

1.00 

1..oti 
1.00 

541.0D BECHTOLD FffEII G & JUDITH K. l SFD 

54l.DO SCHULTZ LOUIS A & MARILYN S TR l SFD 
S4l..OD llAVIS STEVEN N & VIt:KI J SFD 

973.8D STEWART LEROY H & NARY F SFD+Gtl 99-0419 

541.00 REIIJER HENRY J .JR & EUZABETH SFD 

SFD 

01612 711 

016211 65 

01607 51 

ss 
6542 111298 55 

01348 57 541.DD BAlLLY KERRY & ANNIE 
.DO HAINLINE 99-03Z7 PLNCHK96-D2!i6 0 

12 541.DD KALOGJANNIS JOHN P & MARIE ET 1 SFD 

!i41.00 TARCA JOHN C & TERR! LEE l SFD 

541.00 KALDGD\NNIS JOHN P & MARIE ET l SFD 

541.00 WIHG WAYNE D & HARLEM£ C 
541.D0 KAUHEVER JAt!ES A ;JR ET AL 

_541.0D DORSEY HICNAEL .J & PEGGY J 

541.110 ORME .JAMES A 

541.DD IIACKER EARl 

!173.80 11/ICKER EARL TR 

SFD 

SFD 29406 

SFD 

SFD 

SFD 

SFD+GRANMV 

.OD WACKER EARL TR VACANT 

AU711 

A4171 

91615 

6236 

735 

28 

71 

61 

A4786 50 

111343 'ill 

A4187 llD 

3631 2269 A-4187 120 

D 

.OD KALOGIANNIS .JOHN P & MARIE ET VACANT HS 160.861 01701 II 

0 

32 

.DD KALOGIANNIS .JOHN P & MARIE E T VACANT IIS 160.861 Dl7Dl 

541.DO KRAUSSE PETER & URSULA TR SFD MS 160.861 20467 01701 

.DD KALOOIANHIS JOHN P & HARIE E T VACANT HS l6D.&6l 01701 • 
755 541.DD NC ISAAC KELVIN D SFD 

973.80 tlC ISAAC ERIC R & MARIANNE Sl"b +- CU 

541. DD DAVIDSON FRED .JOHN & IRENE MAR SFD 

541.DD NI\DEAII KIM A ET AL SFD 

541.DO BDCALEDNI IIRUND F & DIANE L TR l SFD 

541.08 FARROW .JACQUELINE M 

01777 

9420 7238 7099. 749 

A4116 100 

111747 88 -
.A4114 821 

114627 811 

OLD ADOBE 

DAVIS 
DAVIS 

DAVIS 

DAVIS 

DAVIS 

DAVIS 

ADOBE 

DAVIS 

DAVIS 

DAVIS 

DAVXS 

DAVIS 

DAVIS 

DAVD 

DAVIS 

DAVIS 

·DAVIS 

DAVIS 

DAVIS 

ADOllE 

ADOII£ 

DAVIS , 

DAVIS'. 

PHILLIPS 
PtlILLlllS 

·.SAIi SONOMA COUNTY liA.TER AGENCY SANITIATION USER IIIVEHTORV 111/17'11:!. PAGE 57Q 

DISTRICT 08-PENNGRDVE 

APN CHG TRA USE 
CD. CD. 

047-310-D03 8 138-017 00§4 

047-310-084 D 138-0D7 D051 

047-310-D05 l 138~007 DD51 

047-310-816 l 138-007 1051 

047-310-007 0 138-D07 0051 • 

D47-31D-008 0 138-007 0054 

D47-31D-009 l 1311-007 0051 

047~3lt-Dl0 U 138-007 UB!il 

D47-311-011 l 1311-007 OD51 

047-3lt-Dl4 l 138-D07 0051 

D47-310-015 D ~38-107 0051 

D47-31U-Dl6 D 138-887 0058 

047-310-017 l 138-007 0151 

047-310-018 1 138-007 0056 

047-310-019 l 138-807 0051 

047-310-820 l 138-107 0051 

047-310-0ZJ l 138-007 0D51 

047-31D-022 1'138-007 0051 

04~-310-023 l 138-007 0851 

047-310-024 l 138-007 0951 

047-310-025 l l38-DD7 DO!il . 

 047-310-026 l 138-0D7 0851 

 047~310-029 l 138-007 DD5l. 

047-310-0311 1 138-007 DDSl 

047-318-031 l 138-007 0051 

847-31D-032 l 138-007 0151 

847-31D-033 1138-D07 8051 

RATE 541.111 ·RATE2 D_.oo 

ESD COKPUTED 
CD. FLAT CHARGE 

. HANE Cllt'IHENT 

.OU 

.DO 

I.DI 

1.01 

.oo 

.DD 

l.lO 

.DD 

1.00 

2.00 

.oo 

.DO. 

1.00 

1.08 

1.110 

1.110 

l.80 

· 1.1111 

l.DG 

1.08 

l.DU 

1.00 

l.DD 

1 •. 00 

1.00 

1.00 

l.80 

.DD GRAIIAK ClAUD A JR & JAIIETT N VACANT 

• OD JOHNSON MARY LOUISE TR NOT CONNECTED 

541.0.D MELO JOHN -1 SFD 

541, DD HEIMZ EDWARD I MONIKA . SFD 

,00 0 KEEFE SEAN ET -AL NDT CONNECTED 

.00 PHILlIPS STEPHEN C & NANCY R VACANT 

54LDO SCHNEmER DOREEN MARIE lR SFD 

.OD PHILLIPS J HOHARII & NITA 11/W 

541.00 IIDLDEHAR LUCILLE M & ROBERT P l SFD 

1082.110 MILLER SARA TR ET AL 2 SFD 

.DD JASONI GORDON R & MARILYN L 

.DD JASONI GORDON R & MARILYN L 

.&41.DO IIACKDRD ERNEST .J JR 

NOT CONNECTED 

VACANT 

SFD 

541.DO PINNE ROBERT A & AVERILL K :iR SFD 

541.D11 MC ALEXANDER ALVA E & ROBBE T l SFD 

541.D8 GIJNHEil'I ERIK STEVEN & ESPERAIIZ ·SFD 

973.88 CASELLA RICKARD A & IIEVERt Y A SFD+GRANNY 

l SFD 

A4lll 

114507 

7779 

A4134 

130 

112419 

5692 5545 

-"4618 

30713 

5910 A4713 

A4755 541.DII NUNES DAVID R & CAROL R TR 

541.BO BRAMSEN 14ARGARET H TR 

541.DO HAESTRI ANTHONY C & ANNE A 

541.011 CONSTANTINO MAUREEN 

SFD CBUILlllNG LATERAi.) 8555 

541.DO PHILLIPS STEPHEN C & NANCY 

541,0D FRANK LA HOYNE G & SANDRA .J 

541.oO·MORRIS PERRY J & SUSAtl K 

SFD 3851 

l SFD A4602 

SFD 82021 

l SFD A462B 

1 SFD A4Sl6 

541.DD-.IORDAN TIMOTHY P & DEBORAH LEE 1 SFD 

541.DD MATTOS ANTHONY .J l SFD 

541.00 CHURCHILL. PETER TANSEY & ROIIZN SFD Ul-0216 

A4643 

A4631 

srrus 
ADDRESS 

504 PHILLIPS 

61111 PHILLIPS 

SOD PHILLll'S 

498 PHILLIPS 

480 

2110 

96 

6087 

101 

4DS 

589 

218 

1911 

196 

22 

Z5 

35 

45 

75 

61 

55 

45 

6D 

40 

10 

20. 

2ll 

-PllllLIP,S 

PHILLIPS 

PHILLIPS 

' 

OU) IIEIIIIOOD HIIY 

PHILLIPS 

PHILLIPS 

PKO.LIPS 

NITA 

NITA 
NITA 

HOlfARP 

HOIIARIJ 

HIIIIARD 

IIJIIARD 

CREST 
mEST 

CREST 

CREST 

CREST 

HOWARD 
NITA 

NITA 

NITA 

\

/

• 

• 

• 



SAIi SOMOHA COUHTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATIOM USER IMYEIITDRY LISTING lD/17/Dl PAGE 571 

DISlRICT DB-PEMMGROYE RATE 541.DO RATE2 o;oo 
APM CH6 TRA USE ESD COHPUTEll NAHE 

CD. CD. CD. FLAT CHARGE 
COMMENT 

1 SFD 

SITUS 
ADDRESS 

047-310-036 1 l38-D07 0051 

D47-31D-037 l 138-007 0051 

047-310-038 0 138-007 0851 

047-310-041 l 138-D07 0051 

047-310-042 1136-007 0051 

047-310-043 l 138-007 0051 

047-310-044 D 136-007 0611 

047-310-045 D 138-007 0050 

047-310-046 l 138-D07 0051 

047-310-047 l 138-007 0052 

047~480~001 l 138-007 0052 

047-480-002 l l36-UD7 0051 

047-460-0D3 1138-007 0052 

047-480-004 0 138-0D7 D05D 

047-46D-OOS l 138-007 0051 

047-460-006 l 136-007 0051 

047-4B0-007 l 136-007 0052 

047-4B0-008 l 138-007 D057 

047-480•009 l 136-007 D051 

1.047.;i,4i1.'·D02 l 138-007 0051 

047-640-003 1138-0D7 0057 

047-640-004 l 138-0B7 0051 

B47-640-005 l 13B~oo7 0051 

047-640-006 l 138-007 0051 

047•640-007 l 138-007 D051 

047-640•0D8 l 138-007.0051 

047-640•009 0 138-007 D050 

1.110 

l.00 

.uo 
1.80 

1.00 

1.00 

.oo 

.DO 

l.DD 

1.00 

2.00 

1.00 

l.80 

.OD 

1.00 

l.00 

1.80 

l.80 

1.00 

1.00 

1.80 

l.DD 

1.00 

1.00 

1.80 

1.00 

.ID 

541,DO SENF1EH R05ERT & LINDA 

541,DO TSUJlHARA HITSUD & HELEN TR 

.OO TSUJIHARA lfITSUD & HELEM TR 
541.0D BORG GIGI E & JOHN T 

1 SFD 

HOT CDHHErTED 
l SFD 

541.0D ANGLIN CARROLL A JR & JEAHHETT l SFD 

541.00 GRAV JAHES P & CAROLYN B lR l SFD 

.DD KEH ROBERTS & SON GEN CONTRACT 

.DO WOLDEHAR LUCILLE H & ROBERT P VACANT 

541.00 BECK HARKS & DEBORAH-A SFD 

A5354 5871 

A4165 5867 

5863 

A4539 5875 

A4638 5877 

A46l6 3B5 

105 

1113 

8346 8115 

541.0D HARTMAN WILLIAH H & STEPHANIE SFD C+SFDHC Y 4/97) 96-035(o 50 

lDIIZ.0D GALLAGHER ROBERT E &_CYNTHIA G 2 SFD 0157-8 9014 832:a ~4184 5702 

·541.00 HAGLIULO JAHES L & HARCELEE,A" SFD Z0527 5710 

30746 20137 5714-

0 

973.80 KING Wil.tlA D TR SFD+GRAHHY 

SFD 

SfD LDT 6 

SFD+ORAHNY 

SFD+OU 
SFD 
SFD, 

9014 8328 A'184 0 

40990 5710 

40991 511747 571Z 

96-D~ (ol09l 5716 

5718 

99-D074 98•01185 222 

SFD+GUDB-0386 99-046D 00-0459 

SFD 99-0461 

OLD REDIIOOD HWY 

OLD REDIIOOD HNY 

OLD REDIHJDD HN\' 

OLD REDIIDDD HNY 

OLD REDIIDDD HNY 

PHILLIPS 

PHILLIPS 

PHILLIPS 

PHILLIPS 

CREST 
HATCHERY 

HATCHERY 

HATCHERY 

NONE 

HONE 
HATCHERY 

HATCHERY 

HATCHERY 

HATDiERV 

KATIE 
II.A.TIE 

RDNSHEikER 

RDNSHEIHER 

.DO DEBERNARDI ROSEK LIFE EST 

541.DD DEBEIIHARDI ROSE H LIFE EST 

541.00 0 BRIEN JDHH f & PAm J 
973.80 llf;ST WILLIAH & JACQIIELVH 

973.80- MAGLIULO HARnN A & JENNIFER 

541.00 MAGLIULO WAYNE T & DIANNE K 

541.00 TAYLOR ~ELVIN L & SANDYE S 

973.80 MC BRIEN JAKES & HARV AHN 

541.DD NC" MAHON GERALD P &·CYHDA 1R 

541.00 TUCKER KENNETH S &_JANICE ti 

541.0D PEPPERS JORDON & JULEE A 

541.00 HEYER RICHARD A & HEAYEEN R 
s41.oo SESSI MITCHELL &"JENNIFER 

SFD 

SFD 

SFD 

98-0108 98-0D113 

98-81D7 98-0D03 

99-01D2 98-11003 

462. RDNSHEikER 

472.. RDIISHEIMER 

• 00 SESSI SIERRI 

SFD 98-0142 98-_DB03 492 

LDT9VACAHT VlOAUG98 98·DB03 452 

RONSHEIMER 

RDIISffEIMER 

;,/

/. 

SAB SOMOHA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIAnDN USER INVENTORY lD/17/01 PACE 572 

DISTRICT 08-PENNGRDVE RATE 541.00 RATEZ O.DO 

APH CHG TRA USE ESD COMPUTED HAKE 
en. en. CD. FLAT QIARGE 

1.80 973.80 SESSI HARTIN TR ET Al 

COIIHEHT 

SFD+GARi-GU 97-0468 A4621 

SITUS 
ADDRESS 

235· KATIE 047-640-010 l 138-0D7 0057 

047-640-Dll l 138-007 0051 

047-640-DlZ l 138•007 D051. 

047•640-D13 l 138-007 0051 

047-640-014 l 138-007 0057 

047~640•015 l 13&-D07 0051 

D47-640-016 l 138-007 0051 

047-640-017 l 138-007 0951 

047-640-018 l 138-007 0D51 

047-640-019 l 138-007 D051 

047-640-020 11311-007 0050 

1.00 

1.0D 

1.011 

1.30 

1.00 

1.00 

1-0D 

1.00 

1.00 

1.8D 

541. 110 JOHNSTON ANTHONY H .& JENNIFER SFll 96-0080 98-II0Dt 6081 HALCOUI 

MALCOLM 

RDHSHEIHER 

RDNSHEIHER 

ROMSHEI14ER 

ROMSHEIMER · 

MALCOLM 

ltYLERS 

KYLERS 
KVLERS 

047-640-021 l 138-007 0051 l.DO 

047-640•822 l 138-007 0851 l-00 

047-640-02:i l l38-D07 0D51 l-10 

047-640•824 0 ;138-007 0051 · -.oo 

;Ji47::§Sll_';-D0l l 13B-D08 0051 1.00 

047-650-002 1 138-D08 0051 ·1.uo 

047-650•003 . l l3B-D08 0051 1.08 

047-650-D04 1138-008 0051 l-DU 

047-650-005 1138-808 0010 

047-650-DB6 1158-088 0051 

847-650-0D7 l 138-008 0051 

D47-65D-OD8 1 1ss~ooa 0D51 

D47-650-089 l 138-008 0051 

047-650-D10 0 138-fllM! DBOl 

!(ili.ii:7,'".6Ji,t0D1 l 136-tlOB 0051 

D47-660~002 l 138•008 0051 

1.00 

l-DD 

1.00 

1.00 _ 

1.00 

.DO 

1.1!0 

1.00 

541.0D DOLLAR JUSTIN G ET AL SFD OD-11~4 99-0448 98-00:04 6077 

541.oO,fARE\' RDNALII L & CATHY J SFD 97-9335 !16,;0243 "42 

·973.80 KELLER CYNTHIA A TR ET AL 

541.0D SESSI HARTIN TR ET AL 

541. 00 BRYON BRAD & KAl!EM 

541.DO SILVA HILLIAN 11 & JILL H 

SFD+Gll 97-0134 97-0B83 96-0.243· 

HH 
SFD. 

A4~21 

96-0 257 96•0243 

Sfll 99-D075 99-0003 

541.0D SCHOEHHDLZER KATHERINE ·H & BYR Sfll 00-0118 

541,DD BECK ROY L & AIIV 

973.80 SESSI _ HARTIN TR ET Al 

SFD OB-0243 

SFD+GU Dl-432 Ul-11364 

541.00 BORG RICHARD D & ROSALIE SFD+BARH 99~1504 99-D189 

541.00 GALLOWAY GARV G & CHERYL A SFD LOTS 011-0026 

541.80 SESSl HARTDI lR ET AL SFD DD-0418 

.DO HELSON BYRON H & EDITH ANH VACANT 

541.DD NELSON NENHAH B SFD Oll-OlZ4 

541.0D HELSON BUILDERS INC SFD 00-0123 

541.DO HELSON BUILDERS INC SFD 011-0122: 

541.00 LAUDAIU JOSEPH A & SHIRLEY A SFD 99-0465 

541.00 SPARKS KENNETH G & KATHRYN C 

541.00 STICE MARTIN ET Al 

!i4l.OO ANY ROH &·HOLLIE K 

541. 00 BUCKLEY CHARLES T ET AL 

541.80 GANNON BRIAN ET AL 

.BO NELSON BUILDERS INC 

541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES ~LC 

541.DO HATERFDRll ASSOCIAlES LLC 

SFD 00-0120 

SFD 0D-0121 

SFD 99-0467 

SFD 99-0467 

SFD 99-0467 

VACANT Ulll99 

SFD DD-0388 

SFlJ DD-D3119 

43Z 

4ZZ 

412 

6095 

129 

157 

175 

6165 DUI REDWOOD 

168 KVLERS-

144 KYLERS 

108 -KVLERS 

815 RADISHINE 
855 RADISHINE 

865 RADISHIIE 

8711 RAINSHINE 

860 

850 

84U 

830 

810 

8211 

9053 

9111 

RAINSHIHE 
RAINSHIIE 

RAINSHIIIE 
RAINSHIIE 
RAINSHIIIE 

RAIHSHIHE 

RANCHO ADOBE 

RANCHO ADOBE 



><. 2. 6-6 S 

APN CHG TRA USE ESD COMPUTED NAHE 
CD. CD. · CD, FLAT CHARGE 

047-660-D113 l 138-008 0051 1.00 541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LLC 

COIIHENT 

SFD DD-0390 

047-660-0114 l 138-1108 D051 l.00 541.00 WILL RUSS'ELL L JR & PATRICIA C SFD Dl>-11391. 

047-660-005 l 13&-DDII 0051 l.DO 541.to WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LLC SFD 00-0392. 

047-660-0D6 l 138-0D8 0051 

047-660-007 l 138-DOB 0051 

u.-.1-660-ooa l l.38-008 0D51 

047-660-009 l 138-DOI! 0051 

047-660-010 1 138-001! DDSJ. 

TOTALS FOR DISTRICT 

TOTAL APNS: 

TOTAL APNS IIITH ERRORSt 

CHARGE CODED ESDS; 

CHARGE CllllE l ESDS: 

CHARGE CODE 2 "ESl!S, 

CHARGE CODE 3 ESIJS: 

. CHARGE CODE 4 ESDS: 

CHARGE CODE S ESDS: 

CHARGE CODE 6 ESDS: 

CHARGE CODE 7 ESDS, 

TOTAL ESDS: 

1.00 

l..00 

l.00 

1.00 

1.08 

H 

386 

ID: 

.oo 
461.91 

·!Ill 
.oo 
.oo 
:OD 

l.70 

7.68 

471.29 

541.0D WATERFORD ASSOClATES LLC 

541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LLC 

541.DO WATERFORD ASSDClATES LLC 

541.DO WATERFORD ASSOCIATES UC 

541.00 WATERFORD ASSOCIATES LLC 

SFD 00-0393 

SFD 00-0394 

SFD OD-0395 

SFD D0-0396 

SFD 00-0$97 

SITUS 
ADDRESS 

8977 RANQIO ADOB'E 

8939 RAIICI-IO ADD8E 

1!19Dl RANCHO ADDIE 

89211 RANCHO ADDIE 

8958 ·RANCHO AJJOIE 

8994 RANct11·AIIOIIE 

~03Z RANCHO ADD8E 

9076 RANCHO ADD8E 

SAB SDHDMA COUNTY WATER AGENCY SANITIATIOH USER 1111/ENTDRV 

DISTRICT 08-PENIIGROI/E · RATE 541.00 RATE2 D.00 
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Sonoma County Public works 

Wastewater Operations Department 

18400 Neeley Road 

Guerneville, Calif. 95446 
(707) 869-2809 

Mr. Chris McAuliffe September 4, 1992 
Box 777 
Petaluma, Calif. 

94952 

RE: Meter Readings from Penngro~e Lift station 

Dear Chris, 

The data you require: from the flow meter at Penngrove_ Lift 
Station is as follows: 

June .3, 1992 to July 2, 1992 ... 2.61 MG total in 29 days 
.090. MGD 

July 2, 1992 to Aug_ 3, 1992- ... 2.82 MG total in 31·c1ays 
.091 MGD 

Aug 3, 1992 to Sept 3, 1992 = 2.65 MG total. in 31 days 
.085 MGD 

··- ··----·-·- ----· -····-- -----··-

Ronald E. Laufer 
Wastewater Supervisor 
West County Division 

1306890/pgreads 
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Projac.tb1111C!liplion 
Proje,cl:Flle 
Workol'lol!I 
FlowE.lemel"d: 
Mothod 
so:tveF.:,r 

d:lll•-d\fmmproj,1111 .fm2 
<l!ock 
_Cln:ular Channel 
Mannlnde Fonnilla 
Ol1cttem~ 

Miillhln,gs. Cveffic:i11111t 
Channel Slop6 
Ooplh 
Dfi!lmeh!lr 

Re,ult; 
01;.i,,berg~ 
&q,11w.Ar11H1 

WE!Ued" Perimehir 
Tapmdth 
Crilia!Oopti, 
l=>ell:BntFl.d 
C,Hlca:I Blopi, 
Velciclly 
Volo,atytt..d 
Spl!!!cfliD~l'DY 
frouda Numbar 
Maximum tH1dmrge 
Full Flow Capaolly 
Fun FJow Slop,e 

o.oti 
IJ.UD4,t1D01111t 
l>.67 1t 
B.DD in 

MB 019d 
ll,3i5 II' 
2.11!1 fl 
0.00 fl. 

M1 ft 
100;DO 

O.DDBD27Ml 
2.tB fllo 
0.07 ft 

FULL ft 
FULL 

11.112 .... 
D.76 .... 
0.0D4CDQffllt 

A 
Penngrow Reach 1-S 

Wo:kshcetforCircular Channel 

tt.alllad~hK,. .rTDrlltlkald'IIRDH ~l'IMy,CTDli1D8 £203,)"n5-'l6151i 

·-·•. 

RawhlMCat-ll'ti.1:a 
.P■ga1an 
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f'n>L•i;tO..,ri>1i~ 
P~er:tfle 
W-eet 
Fkawa.narit 
MelluJ<i 
§al<>For 

J!!.ltl>alil 
Ml!l1UIP Cosflicfurt 
Cham1dsl~~ 
Depth 
.Pl!IMeter 

Redllt,; 
Dfecharge 
FlowAno• -dPe,_ 
TopWldlh 
Clilloolll,pll 

.PeroertM 
CdllcalS!lrip111 
V,loclil' 
V.locMfHoild 
Spoc:lliocntllll' 
F-'""'111• 
Maalmumtllactmrge 
F .. Fl..,C.,,ocflr 
FLIRowSlooe 

d"'1a-~jmt.im2 
choolc 
CnaarChsrml!I 
M•nnlnu's Formw 
Oi,oh.!!l!• 

n.D13 
IJ.OOIOOO!Wt 
O.B7 II 
~ 

·0.49 mJld 
• 11.35. fl' 

2.119 ft 
0.00 It 
OAf 11 

100.00 
0.00Bll27Mt 
2.19 Iii• 
0.07 It 

RJIL t 
FULL 

0.82 ... 
D.76 of;, 

O.OCl4000flllt 

"-..__,• 

I!,· 
Penngrove Reach 24 

Wtirkshaet for Cun.liar Channel 

°'""'" D3:!!!11:t•Pt.l HHlblit.hi1tlioW,h=. ':RDfWIIObl,;l•Rolllll 'illiill•bUlj,c::r-llalnlO ~TGS-181!11 
l=liM:Miillarw!l,1:5 

~,.11. 
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Prnje,. Ceocffplian 
Prn)e,.Fle 
w..-ot 
RtlW Element: -SohfeFclr 

!!Je&lltllll 111a,...... =-,t 
Clianne!Slopo 
Dept, 
J:r~mater 

~ -_,..,. 
w-,~ 
TopWdh 
Criliool~ 
Pwoontf .. 
Crit""&aope 
viil•c· 
Voloal\'l!Md 
st,odlioEnolgy ==:='.i. 
full flow c-p.c;,, 
fullFiowS!l!1!. 

•:v.a-~n,j ..... 1&12 

Ma-• Form ... 
~ame 

C.013 
tl.cKMUCJOft/ft: 
0.67 I: 
~._QJJ_in 

a.AU mgD 
. us 11' 

2.(1$ ft 
Q.110 ft 
G.41 ft 

100.CO 
0.llll8112711/11: 
2.19 tr/> 
O.D7 i 

fUl. -11 
FW.\;·\:";''· 
t!!<~-
-11.DIMOIIDftlt 

·:.........._. 

H 
Pon,voveRead14--Cl 

Worl<shootfor Cira.lar Channel 

-c--

·........... tta.iad.Mii ..... lnc. ~Bmolmdllfaiid VW!IHIU!y,CT067GB ~'JD,-191!115 
~v.!t,1:!I 

~\ot-1 
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ProjeclD~ 
Pra}e1:1IF1e. 
wms11 .. 1 
F\Qw-Bl.-.811t 
M"""d 
So~For 

!!e.\11.l:>_"R 
M-.;,, Collliolent 
Chinn~ Slopm
lleplh 
~i;il.,.r 

ftooull& 
Disch1qie 
FlowAlea 
Wallod-..r 
Top Width 
Crili,alDepll 
PoroentFPI 
CJficalSlop• 
¼lodly 
Volaoly Hood 
si,d"En'"lll' 
flDlldDiNUlnber 
Molm.ira Di&i:bmgec 
FIJIFlawCap~ 
F<JIIFloW...!!!I!.~ 

d:liiaestacilfmwf,rajo"1.J.,:, 
chock 
.,..,..,a..., .. 
Momlrvs F..,.li• 
Dmcharp!! 

0.1113 
O.lli>40UDMI 
0.67 ft 

~ 

.... """' 
D.36 1P 
2.09 ft 
0.00 ft 
0,41 ft 

1!!0.00 
D.OOBD:1.7MI: 
2.18 Ills 
0.07 ft 

FUU. ft 
FUil. 

11.112 er. 
o.76 .,. 

~.~DC~ 

-.. ······--·-------------------

": ___ .. 

I-! 
Penl'Gf(lve Roach 12-5 

Workohsotfor Chml•r Channel 

··........... . H■MIMIM■thom.1111:. 37llloolmlQR.-11II Wllllrlluy~C"fb6108 (;m3)7So-1&ee; 
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W,rbhoet 
FlowEle
Mef,,d 
SowF..-

!Je.ltll!,la 
11-C..r&
OhamefSloJI• 
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.P.t:am• 
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FJowAn,a 
Wellod Fmim.tei
Top Wldh 
C!ilailDepll 
p.,..ntfiil 
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Veloclr 
Vmc1¥Ha1d 
Sp..itiOEn"'IW 
FroudaNlffllOr -~ F .. FlowCapo=tr 
FLIFlmwSlm~ 

d~ootl .1mZ 
ot,o,>l< 
Crailar Clmmid 
MaOllSlpFonnolo 
Pl~ 

O.DI! 
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D.Sl' ll 
8-![0 _., 

OM o,iJd 
a.35 11' 
2.IIB It 
0.00 11 
0,41 It 

1IIIUID 
O.OrNHl271Vft 
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0.07 It 

FULL ft 
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0.112 er. 
·a.1• ofs 
D,D0400Dfflll 
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Mamin~~ffident 
Channel Sll:1pe 
Depth 
OEametu 

c!.-lllaOSl>d\lm""""'J••l1.rn'2 -C,,GUlarChlnn,el 

MOlllling's
Disdlar9! 

D.D1-3 
0,DIODDDltllt 
0.50 ft 
G.DO 1t1 

Diacharge C.Jei mgd 
Flow,.... D.2Q ll'-
Weltod Porimolor 1.57 ft 
"ri;ipWicHh D.QD ft 
Crlllc6IDoplb G.3B ft 
Poroonl fllll 1 DD.OD =~r- ,,:;1~: ---- --
V""""ll'-11 .. d --·:0:13 It - -

Spodlio linel!IY.. FUU. It : .• 
F,,;ude _Nurnber.:.0 :•-- ' ·.c, FUU.' ==c=• -.>:::•\._£; -----
full Flow Slop,, D.01 ODDO 111ft 
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PJliiecl Oesr:dp1oo 
P,oJBOt Flo · d-d1iilW'4'rvj8cU .fnl2 

- ohod<. Flaw B1mant can:dar Chund 
Mot,od Mamnp\lFonn~• 
Stile Fir f111Fkrw0.palily 

..... .,... 
M1r11ln;1: Coeflident 
ChunelSlopo 
Diameb1r 

RulJIB 
Do,pt, -... 
FlowM>o 
WabdPcrirnall:r 
Topl/Wdlh 
CdtloolDOlllh 
P<rcantf'IJI 

_ ClllcalSlope 
Velocly 
VelaGlyHood 
S,,.r.il•En---bor N..im,..~ 
FOIi fiaw Cap...., 
l'u•~Sl.!!I!• 

o.on 
O.D1DODD1Vlt 
!1-!IO ___ ll,_ 

D.67 1t 
Q.7ll mild 
0,35 ,. 
:z.,o ft 

•••• ft 
D.52 ft 

1(10.011 
U.01091121ffl 
3.46 fll•-
D.19 ft 

RlU. It 
FULL 

uo ... 
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Projacl:. Desallptiari 
P,ojoot I'll, d.1lilleS!adllmwlpn,jo<t1 ,finl! 
Wc:irbheet diec:k 
FJo,w ElemC1'1t CIR:c.l:lar Channel 
Mathad - Mmnitg's Fl'Jlllluh1 
Salve FDr Full Flow Dap1!1mly 

~neut Data. 
Manllin,ps C11-1fficil!llll 
t::hanMI Slope 
Oiamll'tlir 

Dmpth 
Olsm:arg1-
f'lowArta 
WetmdPerimmtur 
Tt1pWl"dlh 
Oriti<:alD,pti, 
~,rcentFLA-J 
Cdlioal Slope 
Voloo!IY 
Velocll)' Hoad 
.SIJl!.c:l"tic:E.lleqw 
~roude Number 
M'dm-Ul'!l~ICha~ 
Fllll FlowCopoolly 
Fun Flow .Slope 

O,D13 
D.004000 II/It 
B,DD In 

0.111 ft 
Us mgd 
D,35 fl' 
as ft 
D.DD ft 
U1 ft 

.100.DD 
0.00802711111 
2.19 1118 
0.07 It 

FUU. It 
FUlJ. 

D.112 of< 
D.76 rb 
D.004DOOMI 

.._,,.,.,.: 
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e,afectDesmipUo.n 
l'foj,<lflo· 
Wo-,t 
Flow-. ... 
Molhod 
Snlv!! Far 

l!!_ulll ... 
-usO•-•lll C_SI.,.. 
!>lam~ 

Rueb 
O.pth 
Cildlarga -.... . -d ...... .. 
TopWIIIBI 
Clib11leplh 
-Fol 
Clllcola.po 
Volad\Y 
Volaoi!J-
8pec:llicEnolllY 

-"'"""" MminlumDildmfDO 
FllllfloWC.pocllf 
flllF\oWB!!i!_e 

--iNmwlprojootl ,lmZ 
oheck 
Ck'Gl..illt~ 
Mamin,11'9 l-o'11ula 
FullFIDwcapodty 

0,1113 
D.ll04000111tt 
I.DD_ In 

D.67 

""" D.35 
2.D!l 

11 
mlld 
f 
ft 

OJID • 11: 
D.41 11: 

1D11.00 
11.DDBDZ7MI 
2.19 1111 
D.07 ti 

FULi. ll 
FULi. 

IIJIZ ... 

-11,11, "" 
ll.0041JOOMI 
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P,pi11ct Dq,mjptilHl 
l'lol•otFlo -oe! FloW Elomllll 
-od 
s•t:FIII" 

inPltllalB 
~C.offi...,I 
ChMnn1st11p1 
otam•r -D,plh 
Jli;dmpa 
Fl.WAID 

-Pe ... -
TopWlclh 
C,tloalDopth 
Pen:ontM 
Cdlll:ol Slope _, 
Volm,iiyH..d 
apodlcEnltDY 
F.-N,mbor 
Ma>!mUlilDll<horgo 
"FIIIAawcap,,cqo 
Foll !'low Slope 

d~jed1.fm2 -aru,clmnll 
Manaq'sl'amula 
FlllFl..,Copa<jly 

D.1114 
D.llDIIOIIDnllt 

~ 

o;;o 11. 
11.31 Qgd 
D.2D ft' 
1.57 ft 
O.IJO ft 
0,3;! D: 

100.00 
D.111055J11Nt 
2.D6 w. 
D.117 II 

FULi. II 
FULi. 

DAa cfs 
0.40 cfs 
a.llOOO!lofllt 

~ 1),<161 • ~fp#{>.r~ 
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PraJect Oasoriptlon 
Prujocll'l~ 
Worklhaet 
Flawl=letn~nt 
Mothod 
SQWeF'-or 

lnpUlDil-ti 
Mannirlga·Cnefficisr,t 
Chl!IMel 61-ope 
Diameter 

llosulm 
Ooplh 
Cisc:hlr.9e 
FloWl\tN 
WettedPerirrl11Br 
T0111Nidlh 
Crllloa!Ooplh 
Perc:entfdl 
Crttlcal Slape 
Volcdly 
Vela~Head 
Specllic: E:nergy 
Froudn Numb11r 
Ml!l)Cf:mum Ofidll!lrg~ 
Full Flow 0-apadly 
f"urt Flow SIDpe-

d;\llaula<l\flnWlproj•ct! .m,2 

""'"' c:itanarCMinncl 
MantKl'llfs.FDmlUl11 
F.un F&l-wCti:pacity 

0.013 
O.DOJctDDMt 

10.DD In 

D.83 fl 
0.78 mgd 
0..5 ft' 
2.62 fl 
o.ao ft 
DAD ft 

1DD.DD 
O.OmTl:i;lll/ft 
2.20 11/o 
D.DB ft 

FULL ft 
l'Ul.L 

1.29 ... 
1.20 ... 
O.OD300Dflfll 

p 
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Pro)nel DncriptlEt?l 
PruJec;tfila 
Womtie:i=t 
FJciwBe:,nent 
Mettiad 
Sohre F1u 

Input Data 
MaMlngs Ca1df~errt 
Charm~ Slope 
Diamffl:r 

Rest1lls 
D,pth 
Dlschargo 
Flow,,.. 
W-d?orun
TopWldth 
CrilioalDepfu 
Po"""1iFoll 
Critio,I Slopo 
Voloally 
V.eloclly:ttead 
Spediii:rEmlll)' 
~rciudc Number 
MDrnum Pilcb!lrge, 
Full Flow Capacity 
Full Pl.-oW' !ilope 

d:lhaoatad\fmwlpraJ..t!.iin2 
chook 
Clrcwar Chann,I 
Maf\nfng'a :F-ormula 
run FlowCl!pm:Jt.Y 

D.01a 
ll.U10DODMI 
5,DD in 

O,liO ff 
0.36 mad 
0.20 fl' 
1.57 ft 
0.00 ff 
0.38 ft 

100.DD 
o.011653 Ml 
;,.u Ill< 
D.13 ft 

FULL It 
FUU. 

o-.sn m 
0.56 olii 
0.010000MI 

F 
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PfDJiatDescr,ton 
Projeotflle 
w..
flowl!lemonl 
Method 
SOl,&l'l>r_ 

In~~ 
Uanpjnga Cadildcnt 
Channel.Slgpe. 
Clarnoter 

llem& 
C!!ph 
Dismarge 

flllwAra• 
w.aedf'olimetor 
TnplMdmi . 
CrilioalD,plh 
Pa,..ntF .. 
CIHiaalSap11 ·v.....,. 
VeloolyHnd 
"""dlcEoel!II' 
fn>UdoNombor 
Maxhumllmcmq11 
NI F1oW Capldly 
FullFlowSl!f.o 

ii,v,....,lillii,wlp,iijeotU.,,2 
aheck 
Cla:ul,rCIR,nnol 
w.,...,g'ofolffllJla 
FllFbwCn:pa111ty 

D.013 
D.01250Dflllt .,-• 
21.!-DO .. 

o.57 
D.87 
o.aG 
2.ll• 

It 
mgd' 
fl' 
11 

DJlO It 
D.&5 It 

1111.llD 
0Jl12437Ml 
3B7 llfg 

11.23 It 
FLU 1t 
FUil. 

1A5 .... 
1.35 ... 
D.D1250Dftlt 

6 
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F'taj!!et~ 
f'nljoc:tRle 
w ......... 
Flow element 
M-d 
,g~For 

!!!!1110,,,. 
Mll,ningaCo-1!111 
QamnelS11:1pe
llhmeter 

~ 

-~ject1.""2 

""'"' °"'"""""""""' WIIINl9"sM:lnntlia 
~RCIIIIFC:apadty 

0.!)13 
O.II030llOlb'II 

_1P.OO In 

C.plh D.83 1t 
llsamga D.78 11111d 
Fl""Aha 0.55 1l" 
Wt!ltldPerimeter .2.li2 t 
TO?ffidh b.00 t 
C<aicalD.,,.. M9 1l 
Percent FIii 10D.111 
QlioolSlap1 D.llllUUllt 
Viiloclr . z.20 ~-

V-llom O.llll 1t 
&pooili•Enorm< _RJU.. 1t ', -•:ii- ·i;ilU:;., ,., ' '.,- •.' 
Mloilrnlrn'~ <· •1.29",:,,: .;..: 
~~FlowC8pBlil!'. 1.211 · ':d, 
Fdt FIM Bl11P!; o.riG:,.,oD Mt-

L.. 
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PENNGROVE ADWF bulldout 

Area Zoning 
Plan 

Area 
Acres 

No. of 
Units 

Flow Ultimate 
ACTWFgpd 

Remarks 

A UR1 27.0 27 7009 
UR2 21.4 42 10903 
UR4 11.7 44 11422 

60.1 29335 

B UR1 42.8 42 10903 
10903 

C UR1 
UR2 
Lim Ind 

5.2 5 1208 
14.5 8 2077 
16.5 13200 

anneK92 UR1 4.6 5 1208 
40.8 17673 

D UR1 21.6 21 5452 
5452 

E UR1 7.8 7 1817 
UR2 4.7 8 2077 

12.5 3894 

F UR1 1.2 1 260 
UR2 26.5 52 13499 
Gen. Comm 2.8 11680 

30.5 25439 

G UR2 14.4 28 7269 
Lim Comm 8.5 5100 

22.9 12369 

H UR1 8.4 8 2077 
URS 13.2 78 20249 
UR2 4.3 B 2077 
Quasi 7.3 5 1320 
Gen. Comm 2.2 1320 
LfmComm 3.4 2040 

38.8 29082 

I UR1 18.2 1B 4673 
UR2 21.3 42 10903 
LknComm 4.3 2580 
Lim Ind 2.0 1600 
Quasi 2.3 1 220 

48.1 19976 

J RR2 4.8 2 519 
519 

K RR2 1.5 1 260 
Gen. Comm 0.9 540 

2.4 800 

L UR2 6.5 12 3115 
RR2 21.2 10 2596 

27.7 5711 

M UR4 11.4 44 11422 
Lim Comm 1.6 960 
Quasi 5.5 3 660 

18.5 13042 

N 0.0 0 

p RR2 36.7 1B 4673 
4673 

Totals 408.2 541 179068 

Flow per ESD = 236 nmtESD oer 1992 readinas 
24 Factor of eareiv = (11 0.10 

I 260 total Use this for all calculations 

11 Enter the factor of smetv 
I I / 

Excel/daveg{gey&e1Vllle Spreadsheet 1 11/1(02 

I;;°xl-f It, 11 F 



PENNGROVE ADWF bulldout + DHE 
Area Zonirlg Area No. of Flow Ultimate Rematlls 

Plan Acres Units Atw,/F nnn 

A UR1 27.0 27 7009 
UR2 21.4 42 10903 
UR4 11.7 .. - ~- 11422 

60.1 ~- 6490 35825 ID#52 

a UR1 42,8 4:i 10903 
_.,, 

0 10903 
~J.-'-S" 

C UR1 5.2 5 1298 
UR2 14,5 8 2077 
Lim Ind 16.5 13200 

annex92 UR1 4,6 6 1298 ... .. 
40.8 .,-.. ~=-- 0 17873 

- -..... ;,;,i-;"'"-;m;;*""" ·-

D UR1 21.6 

lilmt~f~~ 
5452 

0 5452 

E UR1 7.8 I 7 1817 
UR2 4.7 8 2W7 

12.5 
... 

0 3894 
' 

F UR1 1.2 1 280 
UR2 26.5 52 13499 
Gen Comm 2.8 11680 

30.5 
.,. 

0 25439 .. .. ' .. ,.,, 

G UR2 14.4 281 7269 
Lim·Comm 8,5 5100 

22.9 0 12369 

H UR1 8.4 B 2077 
URS 13.2 78 20249 
UR2 4,3 B 2077 
Quasi 7.3 6 1320 
Gen.Comm 2.2 1320 
Lim Comm 3.4 2040 

38.B 
__ ,._ .... .,. 

••• Y ••• ~w. •• 

2336 31419 10#85 

I UR1 18.2 18 4673 
UR2 21.3 42 10903 
Lim Comm 4.3 25B0 
Limlnd 2.Q 1B00 
Quasi 2.3 1 220 

48.1 
X 

0 19976 ...... -.- "--------'-•··*:w 

J RR2 4.8 2 519 
0 519 

.K ... . RR2 ··--· ..•.. - _:1.5. ····- ------ . .... ·----- .. ___ 1_ .,_ _iso _ ... ... -- ·--- -·· 
Gen.Comm 0,9 I 540 

2.4 
,.n. 

' 0 800 .. ~ - . .,..,,_ .,,..---.:;.·.r •• 

L UR2 B.5 12 3115 
RR2 21.2 10 2596 

27,7 0 5711 

M UR4 11.4 44 11422 
LlmComm 1,6 960 
Quasi 5.5 3 660 

18.5 . .,.-;, __ 
~ ... :,..,N,"" 

1: . 0 13042 

N 0.0 0 
.•. ""i.~ ---- - 0 0 ..-.... -..... ,:_ · . 

p RR2 36.7 18 4673 .. , ------ ·."""!i!!l" 
0 4673 ... -----~---: - - ffl 

Totals 408.2 575 183221 

Flow per ESD = 236 nnrt/ESD per 1992 readlnus 
24 Factorof S!lfetv = {tr 0.10 

I 260 total Use this for aff ca!oU1allons 

) 
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PENNGROVE PWWF bulldoul 
Area ADWF cumulatl\le Pea= cumulative Area Peakl&I cumuatr;e cumulative 

gpd ADWFgf'd Factor PWWf'mgd acres gpd l&lmgd PWWFmgd 
w/0 l&I 

A 29335 29335 5.0 0.147 60.10 4B0B0 0.048 0.195 

B 10903 10903 5.0 0.065 42.80 34240 0.034 0.089 

H 29082 39986 5.0 0.200 38.80 31040 0.065 0.265 

M 13042 53028 5.0 0.265 19 14800 0.080 0.345 

C 17873 17B73 5.0 0.0B9 40.76 32606 0.033 0.122 

I 19976 37849 5.0 0.189 48.10 38480 0.071 0,260 

D 5452 5452 5.0 0.027 21.60 17280 0.017 0.045 

E 3894 9346 5.0 0.047 12.50 10000 0.027 0.074 

K 800 10145 5.0 0.051 2.40 1920 0.029 0,0B0 

J 519 48513 5.0 0.243 4.80 38-40 0.104 0.347 

N 0 82363 5.0 0,412 0 0 0.128 0.540 

p 4673 135549 4.8 0.851 36.70 29360 0.262 0.912 

F 25439 25439 5.0 D.127 30.50 24400 0.024 0.152 

_G 12369 3780B 5.0 0.189 22.90 18320 0.043 0.232 

L 5711 179068 4.5 O.B06 Zl.70 22160 0.327 1,132 

) 
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PENNGROVE PWWF buikloul + DHE 
Area Ar/WF cumulative Peakina CtJmulallVe Area Peakl&l CUmulJlll\le cumutetive 

!JPd ADWFgpd Factor PWWFmgd acres apd l&lmgd PWWFmoo 
w/ol&I 

A 35825 35825 5.0 0.179 60.10 48080 0.048 0.227 

B 10903 10903 5,0 0.055 42.80 34240 0.034 0.089 

H 31419 42322 5.0 0.212 38.80 31040 0.065 0.277 

M 13042 55364 5.0 0.277 19 14800 0.080 0.357 

C 17873 17873 5.0 0,089 40.78 32808 0,033 0.122 

I 19976 37849 6,0 0.1B9 48.10 38480 0.071 0.260 

D 5452 5452 5.0 0.027 21.60 17280 0.017 0,045 

E 3894 9348 5.0 0.047 12.50 10000 0.027 0.074 

K 800 10145 5.0 0.051 2.40 1920 0.029 0,080 

J 619 48513 5.0 0.243 4.80 3840 0.104 0.347 

N D 91189 5.0 o.456 D 0 0.128 0.564 

p 4673 144375 4.8 0.693 0.00 0 0.232 0.925 

F 25439 25439 5.0 0.127 ao.so 24400 0.024 0.152 

G 12369 37B08 5.0 0.189 22.90 18320 0,043 0.232 

L 5711 1B7894 4.5 0.846 27.70 22160 0.297 1.143 

I 

(_ 
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PENNGROVE TRUNK SEWER CAPACITIES buDdout 

Reai:;h TrlbutaJY Line Size Capacity PWWF Available Caoaaltv Remarks 
area rngd (1) mgd mgo(2) ESD 

Point 1 - 5 A 8 0.0040 0.490 0.195 0.295 227 
Point2-4 B 8 0.0040 0.490 0.089 0.401 309 
Point4-12 H B 0.0040 0.490 0.265 0.225 173 
Po1nt12-5 M 8 0.0040 0,490 0.345 0.145 112 
Polnt3-11 C B 0.0040 0.490 0.122 0.36B 284 
Paint 11 - 6 I 8 0.0040 0.490 0.260 0.230 177 
Point 14 -1f D 6 0.0100 0.360 0.045 0.315 243 
Point 15-7 E 8 0.0100 0.670 0.074 0.596 459 
Point7-6 K 6 0.0040 0.490 0.080 0.410 316 
Point 6 -13 J 8 0.0040 0.490 0.347 0.143 110 
Poll'11: 5-13 N 2)(6 0.0060 0.520 0.540 -0.020 -15 _. uoorade lndicalecl 
Point 13-9 _p 12 0.0030 0,780 0,912 -0.132 -106 sewer upgrade Indicated 
Pointe -16 F 6 0.0100 0.360 0,152 0.206 161 
Point 16-9 G 6 0.0125 0.870 0.232 0,636 492 
Pointe -10 L 12 0.0030 0.780 1.132 -0.352 -302 s6Yler 1JOOrade IRdloated 

(1) C..Daoltv 1 .. bal<ed upon n=0.0131<11' A0-1>1"" 
21 A negative oapaoltv Indicate a need fol' a sewer uoorade 

-

) 

( 
'· j 

E>loel/daveg/geysel'\lille Spreadsheet 5 1111/02 



PENNGROVE TRUNK SEWER CAPACITIES bulldout + OHE 
Reach Line Size Slooe Qaru,nm, PWWF Available Cacsoltv Remarks 

mad mgd mgd ESO 
Polnt1 -6 A B 0.0040 0.490 0.227 0.263 202 
Point2-4 B 8 0.0040 0.490 0.089 0.-401 309 
Polnl4-12 H 8 0.0040 0.490 0.277 0.213 164 
Polnl12-5 M 8 0.0040 0.490 0,357 0,133 103 
Polnt3-11 C 8 0,0040 0.490 0.122 0.368 284 
Point11 -6 I 8 0,0040 0.490 0.260 0.230 177 
Point 14-15 D 6 0.0100 0.360 0,045 0.316 243 
Point 15- 7 E 8 0.0100 0.670 0.074 0.596 459 
Point?. 6 K 6 0.0040 0,490 0,080 0,410 316 
Polnt6 -13 J 8 0,0040 0,490 0.347 0.143 110 
Polnt5-13 N 2x6 0.0060 0.520 0.584 -0.064 -49 sewer upgrade Indicated 
Polnt13-9 p 12 0.0030 0.780 0.926 -0.145 -117 sewer unarade Indicated 
Poln!B -16 F 6 0.0100 0.360 0.152 0.208 161 
Point 16-9 G 8 0.0126 0.870 0,232 0,638 492 
Point 9 -10 L 12 0.0030 0.780 1.,143 -0,363 -310 sewer uoorade ln<lt:ated 

(1) Capac!!y ls basarl upon 11"(),013 fnr AC.pipe 
121 A nei:iat!ve c!g}aclty indicate a need for a sewer UPl!rade 

) 

) 
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PENNGROVE ADWF & PWWF based on current flow data fcr2001 
Reaah Trlbuta,y LinaSlza Flows PWWF PNWF Peak l&I Estimated Capacity Available =""oltv 

area ADWF faotor gpd(6) PWWF(8 mgd (1) mgd (2) ESD 
Point 1 -5 A 8 0.490 
Polnt2-4 B B 0.490 
Point 4 -12 H B 0.490 
Polnt12-5 M 8 0.490 
Point 3 -11 C B 0.490 
Point 11 -6 I 8 0.490 
Point 14-15 D 6 0.360 
Point 15 -7 E 8 0.670 
Point 7-6 K 8 0.490 
Points - 13 J 8 0.490 
Point5-13 N 2X6 0.520 
Point 13-9 p 10 0.780 
Point 8-16 F 6 0.360 
Polnt16-9 G 8 0,870 
Points -10 L 10 0.123 4.500 0.554 0.022 0.576 0.780 D.204 175 

11 ADNF: see calculation on Exhibit C 
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PENNGROVE ADWF & PWWF based on current flow data w/DHE for2001 
Reach Tributary Line Size Fklws PWWF PWWF Peak l&I estimated ,capacity Available Oaoacltv 

area ArNi/F faQlor load (6) PWWFIB mi:idMl mi:idl2l EBO 
Point 1 -5 A 8 0.490 
Point2-4 B 8 0.49D 
Point 4 -12 H 8 0.49D 
Point 12-5 M 8 0.49D 
Point 3-11 0 8 0.490 
Point 11 -6 I 8 0.490 
Point 14-15 0 6 0,360 
Point 15 -7 E 8 0.670 
Polnt7-B K 8 0.490 
Point 6-13 J 8 0.49D 
Point 5 -15 N 2X6 D,52D 
Point13-9 p 1D 0.78D 
Point 8-16 F 6 0.360 
Point 16 -9 G 8 0.870 
Point 9 -10 L 10 0,131 4.500 0.590 0.022 0.612 0.7.80 0.168 144 

1) additional ESOs per DHE: 34 ESDs X 260 gpd/ESD = 8840 IIDd 
21 ADWF=8840+122,535=131375o:0.131 

-· -···- --·--··-··· ..... ,--···-- .. , ·····-···· -·- -- --···----···-·-· "v••••••••""• ·····----- ····· - .. -··· ~- ,--------- .-- -••-'--•-- .. ·-,-~-.··--
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Penngrove - Additional Housing per Draft Housing Plan 2001 
l,0.# APN Tributary LU Lot size Units per • Units per dltference Remarks 

area Acres zoning houalng plan a& of 12-17-01 
5 047-166-011 UR2 deleted 

38 047-191-003 UR1 deleted 
39 047-082-008 UR2 deleted 
40 047-153-004 UR2 deleted 
41 047 -153-006 UR2 deleted 
52 047-164-006 A UR4 3.41 13.00 38.00 25.00 
53 047-166-017 UR4 deleted 
85 047 -173"016 H URS 1.36 B.00 17.00 9.00 

mun 55.00 M.oo 

Used l;111ll!f of Density bonus, HOA, or HOC from the Draft HCIUSiM Plan 

) 
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01/07/02 

Project Description 
Project File d:\haestad\fmw\project1 .fm2 
-Worksheet check 
Flow Element Circular Channel 
Method Manning's Formula 
Solve For Discharge 

Input Data 
Mannings Coefficient 0.014 
Channel Slope 0.006000 ft/ft 
Depth 0.50 ft 
Diameter 6.00 in 

Results 
Discharge 0.26 mgd 
Flow Area· 0.20 ffl 
Wetted Perimeter 1.57 ft 
Top Width · 0.1 Se-7 . ft · · · 
Critical Depth 0.32 ft 
Percent Full 100.00. 
Critical Slope 0.010653 ft/ft 
Velocity 2.06 ft/s 
Velocity Head · 0.07 ft 
Specific Energy 0.57 ft 
Froude Number 1.0e-4 
Maximum Discharge 0.43 cfs 
Full Flow Capacity 0.40 cfs 
Full Flow Slope 0.006000 ft/ft 
Flow is subcrltical. 

Penngrove Reach 5-13 two 6-lnch 
Worksheet for Circular Channel 

1 D:29:"'4 AM Haestad Methods, Inc. 37 Brookside Road V.-terbury, CT 06708 (203) 755-1666 
FlowMaster v5.13 

-Page 1 of1 



Project Description 
Project File d:\haestad\fmw\project1 .fm2 
Worksheet check 

Flow Element Circular Channel 
Method Manning's Formula 
Solve For Discharge 

Input Data 
U/;f!c /!16 /=PIL C-/ p Mannings Coefficient 0.013 

Chamel Slope 0.010000 ft/ft l?ot:-5 Alt!7 ,4'/,fr~ />LA.IV..S 
Depth · 0.50 ft 
Diameter 6.00 in 

Results 
Discharge 0.36 mgd 

Flow Area 0.20 ft:2 
Wetted Perimeter 1.57 ft 
Top Width 0.15e-7 ft 
Critical Depth 0.38 ft 
Percent FuH 100.00 
Critical S!ope 0.011553 ft/ft 
Velocity 2.86 ftls 
Velocity Head ·o.13 ft 
Specific Energy 0.63 ft 
Froude Number 0.14e-3 
Maximum Discharge 0.60 cfs 
Full Fiow Capacity 0.56 cfs 
Full Flow Slope 0.010000 ft/ft 
Flow is subcritical. 

Penngrove Reach 5-13 two 6-inch 
Worksheet for Circular Channel 

01,07/02 
10;28:32AM Haestad Methods, Inc. 37 Brookside Ro11d Waterbury, CT06708 (203) 756-1666 

FlowMaster v5.13 
Page 1 of1 



Attn: Eric Gage                7/11/23 
Permit Sonoma  
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, California 95403. 
(707) 565-1391 
eric.gage@sonoma-county.org 

Permit Sonoma Rezoning Housing SItes for Housing Update - FEIR comments 

There are 33 years of substantial evidence on the administrative records of 
reporting capacity limitations and the existence of physical constraints in the PSZ 
(Penngrove Sanitation Zone) collection system lines  "L", and "P". 
 
The PSZ analysis recommendations have been circulated and relied on for 
system reviews by multiple agencies including: SCWA, PRMD, Sonoma LAFCo 
and the city of Petaluma identifying the physical constraints in the PSZ collection 
system lines.   
 
The physical constraints identified in the PSZ collection system have restricted 
higher density land use plan amendments in the PSZ in excess of the existing 
land use plan.  During the entire 33 year period, no major land use changes have 
ever been made or considered, in the PSZ, NONE. 
 
The WSS study for the DHE and DEIR notes that: “the agencies serving 
Geyserville, Guerneville, Larkspur and Penngrove did not provide any system 
information.”  The WSS Study was a paper study only, and did not include 
hydraulic model analyses of the sewer systems. The WSS study relied on a 2016 
SCWA SSMP i/I water infiltration study that does not identify, recognize or 
consider the capacity status or the existence of the known physical conditions of 
the PSZ system in the WSS evaluation.   
 
At the May 20, 2021 DHE Commission meeting I commented and reported the 
missing PSZ institutional records in the WSS study and submitted all the missing 
records with written comments.  At the May 20, 2021 DHE Commission meeting 
Commissioner Carr also referred to my comments and concerns and requested 
the Commission receive a statement from the service provider as to the current 
PSZ capacity status for existing land use build out and the increased demand 
from the proposed rezoning.  
 
No statement, finding, or clarification from the service provider was forthcoming 
to the Commission to address all the questions about the current and future 
increased demand PSZ capacity status. 
 
During the DEIR comment period I again submitted all the missing records with 
written comments. The study claims to determine and calculate if capacity exists 
within the existing systems to accommodate the proposed projects. 



Here are responses to specific comments and questions I submitted about 
physical constraints and methods the DHE WSS study used to determine and 
calculate the current PSZ capacity status. 
 
Comment (101.1) How many people the (2016 SCWA SSMP) analysis assumed 
were within the PSZ? 
 
Response: (101.1) We cannot speculate on the method SCWA SSMP used 
to produce population estimates.  
 
2) Comment (101.2 ) How many persons per ESD were assumed in the analysis. 
Does it includes a new population baseline over the land use element estimated 
population of 1,300 to 1,450 people under full build-out conditions? 
 
Response: (101.2 ) We cannot speculate on the method SCWA SSMP used 
to produce population estimates.  
 
5) Comment (101.5) There should be a count of existing hookups needed for the 
land use plan at full build out and a reserve capacity maintained to allow for 
failing septic systems in the future. This baseline information should be required 
before consideration of additional housing projects.  
 
Response (101.5) This comment does not pertain to the analysis or 
conclusions of the EIR. 
 
The responses do not answer the capacity status or mention the constraints in 
the PSZ collection system lines "L" and "P”. The analysis identifies two pipe lines 
needed in the Sonoma Valley District. However the PSZ collection lines "L" and 
"P” have been totally overlooked and omitted in the DHE and DEIR analysis? 
 
The PSZ capacity analysis has been evaluated in the context, of a 
framework of assumptions, that deny the existence of the capacity 
limitations and collection system physical problems. 
 
 
Recommendations:  
 
Table 24: Water and Wastewater Availability by Service Area. Page APP-375 
 
Move the PSZ proposed rezone sites from Category 2 to Category 3. 
Likely inadequate as is, may require significant improvements. 
 
A specific finding must be made by the responsible agencies, SCWA and PRMD, 
to determine the status of the existing capacity constraints and physical 
deficiencies in the PSZ collection lines "L" and "P”that restrict higher density land 
use plan amendments in the PSZ as follows: 



 

 
OR 
 

1) the identified and reported conditions in the PSZ have been resolved and 
how they have been resolved.  ( PRMD should send a copy of the finding 
that the reported conditions in the PSZ have been resolved and how they 
have been resolved to Sonoma LAFCo to update their files on the PSZ.) 

2) the identified and reported conditions in the PSZ have not been resolved 
and how and when they will be resolved? 

 
The Penngrove Specific Plan land use element allocated limited sewer hook ups 
on a parcel specific basis.  If the existing conditions have not been resolved and 
there is increased demand from the proposed rezoning the parcel specific sewer 
hook ups could be reallocated.  This would leave parcels with hook up 
entitlements unbuildable or people in existing homes not hooked up yet within the 
PSZ unable to hook up. In effect, it would be a de facto plan amendment. 
 
If a statement or finding is not made given the long standing existing physical 
conditions of the PSZ collection system constraints and that it is close to it’s 
established estimated “full build out” capacity of 1300-1450 people at this time 
PRMD should pursue implementation of General Plan policy PF1b.  Consider 
moratoria on plan amendments and zoning changes in the PSZ to protect 
residents with parcel specific hook up entitlements who have not hooked up yet. 
 
______________________________________________________________ 
 
 
2/22/22 
 
Attn: Eric Gage 
Permit Sonoma  
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, California 95403. 
(707) 565-1391 
eric.gage@sonoma-county.org 

Permit Sonoma Rezoning Housing SItes for Housing Update - DEIR comments 

The EIR consultant stated that the agency (SCWA) “did not provide any 
system information” for the PSZ and relied on the 2016 SCWA SSPM update.   

The 2016 SCWA SSPM sewer capacity evaluation only addresses constraints 
due to i/i sources but does not address the actual physical corrections needed as 
already identified in the SCWA 2002 PSZ update for PRMD’s GP DHE. 



The 2016 SCWA SSMP analysis is an i/i study, a single purpose exercise 
intended to identify areas of storm water infiltration into the collection system and 
pose future remedies. In that sense it is uni-dimensional and not intended to be 
used as a systemic multi-dimensional, multi variant systemic analysis. 

The SCWA SSPM 2016 does not take into consideration the established existing 
baseline data regarding the physical limitations of the trunk line collection system 
and estimated capacity constraint under full land use build out conditions as 
identified in the SCWA 2002 system capacity evaluation, notably the "required" 
replacement of line "L", and line "P. as already identified in SCWA’s 2002 PSZ 
system update for PRMD's proposed GP DHE (April 20, 2001) 

The 1990 and SCWA's 2002 update have governed the limitations on any land 
use plan density increases in the PSZ since 1990. It established no extra hook 
ups for increased land use densities beyond what was established in the 1984 
Penngrove Specific Plan and did not change during the 2020 County General 
Plan update and still exist to present day.   

The County has no records of any significant land use density amendments to 
the General Plan or the Penngrove Specific Plan to increase parcel densities in 
the PSZ since 1984, none. The same land use element densities used during the 
2020 General Plan update are still in effect now. 

During the 2020 General Plan update PRMD used the latest PSZ figures from 
SCWA for PRMD's proposed GP DHE (April 20, 2001)   SCWA reported - The 
current loading is calculated to be about 1,251 people based upon the current 
master list load of 471.29 ESDs using PRMD’s SFD factor of 2.655 persons per 
ESD factor.  For example: 471.29 ESDs X 2.655 persons per ESD = 1,251.12 
people within the sewer district as of November 4, 2002. 

The 2016 SCWA SSPM and PRMD DHE consultant used the 2016 ESD count of 
517 ESDs, however SCWA's current 2021 ESD count is 550.   

The County land use element estimates a population of 1300-1450 people at full 
build out conditions under existing collection system conditions.   

Using PRMD's 2021 DHE EIR SFD factor of 2.6 people per ESD X 550 ESDs = 
1430 people which is close to the maximum upper end of the limitations of 1300-
1450 people for the existing system until the replacement of line "L", and line "P" 
as identified in the 1990 study, SCWA's 2002 study update, 2020 General Plan 
Housing Element, and LAFCo. 

The 2016 SCWA SSMP states: "The PSZ currently has an Agreement with the 
City for the City to treat the equivalent volume of sewage for a maximum of 3,000 
people. 2010 Census population: 2,522 people."   



 
 
However the "2010 Census population of 2,522 people" refers to the entire 
population in the Penngrove area outside the PSZ combined with the 
population inside the PSZ.  How many people did the 2016 SCWA SSMP 
analysis assume were within the PSZ in 2016? 
 
The 2016 SCWA SSMP states: The PSZ was built in 1992 however the 1st 
capacity study was done in 1990, two years BEFORE it was built?  This is 
because the PSZ was built in 1975, not 1992!   

There is substantial evidence on the administrative record concerning reasonably 
foreseeable "worst case" existing condition limitations of the sewer line collection 
system constraint as indicated by PRMD's statement in Sonoma LAFCo's City 
of Petaluma MSR (Municipal Services Review). "PRMD reports that to meet 
future demand, the existing trunk sewer line between Penngrove and 
Petaluma will require replacement.”  “According to the PRMD’s calculations, 
the PSZ has adequate capacity ( maximum service capacity for 3,000 people ) 
with sewer line improvements."  

The cost of replacement of line "L", and line "P" has already been identified 
and included in SCWA's annual budget in the past.  However subsequently 
the budget item was withdrawn diverting the funding in favor of pursuing other 
(i/i) storm water infiltration projects. 

In addition to the General Plan land use densities, existing, and future "build out" 
estimated population numbers were also reported in the original 1990 PSZ 
capacity study, and 2002 SCWA staff revision of the 1990 PSZ capacity study.   

The data used in PRMD's draft DHE EIR references the 2016 SCWA SSMP for 
the EIR capacity analysis.  However the 2016 SCWA SSMP does not cite the 
existing, and future estimated, "build out" population numbers based on the land 
use densities allowed in the General Plan.  If SCWA no longer follows its past 
practice of citing existing, and future estimated, "build out" population numbers 
than how many persons per ESD are assumed in the 2016 SSMP modeling 
analysis?  This is essential information for an analysis to properly evaluate the 
existing system capacity when commenting on an EIR.  

Does the SCWA SSPM 2016 update claim to establish a new, as of yet 
unidentified, population baseline over the prior Specific Plan land use element 
estimated amount of 1300-1450 people at full build out conditions?   

SCWA anticipates a more complete comprehensive systemic analysis of the PSZ 
will be available when the City of Petaluma and SCWA do the new joint 
comprehensive update some time in the future.   



 There are two separate build out scenarios for consideration within the PSZ: 

1) Under the current land use Plan for 1300-1450 people at full build out with the 
PSZ existing conditions needing collection system improvements. 
 
2) Future build out to the maximum allowable sewer capacity entitlement in 
Petaluma at the treatment plant for 3000 people AFTER sewer collection system 
improvements.  

The DHE EIR consultant notes: “The Penngrove sites may be viable if the capital 
improvement projects have been completed and it may require a revised 
agreement with the city of Petaluma for treatment” 

1)    Specify exactly which capital improvement projects are needed? 
2)    Specify revisions needed to the agreement with Petaluma for treatment?  

6.0 Recommendations, page 20: The DHE EIR consultants claim that “high-level 
analysis investigation … of the sewer system capacity and wastewater treatment 
capacity was performed, and continues “28 of the sites appear to have existing 
sewer infrastructure capacity in order to accomodate additional residential 
density due to the proposed re-zoning? 

In the PSZ the DHE EIR consultant has conflated the wastewater treatment 
infrastructure in Petaluma available for the maximum allowable future sewer 
capacity entitlement for 3000 people at the treatment plant AFTER PSZ sewer 
collection system improvements … with the existing PSZ limited capacity of the 
collection system infrastructure under the current land use Plan for 1300-1450 
people at full build out until the collection system improvements are completed.  

There should be a count of existing hook ups, an estimate of total hook ups 
needed for the land use plan FULL build out, plus a reserve capacity maintained 
to allow for failing septic systems in the future. This baseline information should 
be required before ANY serious consideration is given to the idea of having "any 
extra excess capacity" for additional unplanned for new DHE housing 
projects.  

PSZ ratepayers are entitled to know if there are any anticipated proposed land 
use changes being considered that could adversely impact their ability to hook up 
in the future to the sanitation system they finance. If there is any mishap due to 
mistakes in properly calculating the existing condition capacity who will be 
financially responsible for the damages and repairs to the system?   

Will developers of the DHE be required to post bond in case there are damages 
to the system?  Will the PRMD DHE EIR analysis specify who or what agency(s) 
will be financially liable if their proposed DHE experiment fails the PSZ system? 



Given the long standing existing physical conditions of the PSZ collection 
system constraints and that it is close to it’s established estimated “full build out” 
capacity of 1300-1450 people RIGHT NOW, PRMD and SCWA staff should 
pursue implementation of General Plan policy PF1b, see attached, and 
consider moratoria on plan amendments and zoning changes in order to 
protect services to existing residents and entitlements to residents in the 
zone who have not hooked up yet. 

Sonoma County General Plan Public Facilities and Services Policy PF-1b: 
Prepare or encourage the preparation of master plans or equivalent 
documentation for all wastewater management systems prior to approval of 
project facilities. Design and construct all facilities in accordance with General 
Plans of the applicable jurisdictions. In the event that a master plan or 
monitoring fails to show adequate facilities or supplies for planned growth, 
consider moratoria on plan amendments, zoning changes, building permits 
or other entitlements in order to protect services to existing residents. The 
minimum contents necessary for an adequate master plan or equivalent 
documentation are:   
 
(1)  Maps showing future service area boundaries,     
(2)  Forecasted growth that reflects all potential sources of future demand for 
facilities and the relationship to General Plan projections and limits,   
(3)  Projected service and facility needs,     
(4)  Estimated costs and revenues for needed improvements,     
(5)  System design parameters and assumptions,     
(6)  A program for water use reduction,     
(7)  A program to reduce storm water infiltration 
(8)  A program to monitor and account for amendments of the General Plan Land 
Use Map over time. 

 

Document attached:  

1) Penngrove Sewer Zone (PSZ) Capacity Study updated November 4, 2002 
(SCWA)  
 
Thank you. 
 
Rick Savel 
Marin LAFCo Commission, public member  
Penngrove Area Plan Advisory Committee, co-chair  
P. O. Box 227, Penngrove, CA 94951  
Ph# 415-479-4466, no texting  
Email: SkyPilot4u2@yahoo.com  
 



2/22/22 
 
Attn: Eric Gage 
Permit Sonoma  
2550 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, California 95403. 
(707) 565-1391 
eric.gage@sonoma-county.org 
 
Permit Sonoma Rezoning Housing SItes for Housing Update - DEIR comments 
 
RE:  Penngrove Sewer Zone (PSZ) Capacity Study dated November 4, 2002  
updated by me, SCWA PSZ engineer David Grundman (retired)   
 
I noted several corrections to the Kennedy/Jenks/Chilton study of June,1990 
with the conclusion that under the existing physical conditions the 
collection system did not have sufficient capacity to handle the expected 
land use build out. Please see the complete study attached.     
 
To my knowledge, nothing has been done to change the physical situation during 
the past 30 years. However, there has been yet another study done which, was 
updated September 2016.  From my experience, it does little good to do multiple 
studies and not address actual corrections to the existing problems.   
 
In the September 2016 SCWA PSZ SSMP updated study, there are a number of 
items that I would take issue with.   
 
SCWA SSMP Section 8:  
 
The Summary suggests that that the Penngrove system would benefit from 
continued I/I monitoring and lays out a good monitoring plan, however it does 
little to determine and identify where the existing identified physical problem 
areas are located and solving actual known physical problems.   
 
How will monitoring fix an already established previously identified physical 
problem at the known locations? The system is very old and is in need of repairs 
in order to reduce I/I, a major cause of overflows and inadequate capacity.   
 
 
System Evaluation:  second page, first paragraph, suggests that securing 
manhole covers (this will likely lead to backflows into homes/businesses) and 
temporarily diverting flows.  Where do they plan to divert the flows to? ( It 
appears to me that this section may have been written by someone(s) lacking 
actual experience in the operation of a sewer system.)  
 
SCWA SSMP Section 9:  



 
While this section does layout a good monitoring plan, it does little to determine 
where the problem areas are located.  It is not likely that monitoring flows will 
serve any purpose at this time, lacking normal storm patterns.  
 
It appears that there is a lot of resources being spent on studies and very little on 
actually solving the already identified existing conditions and problems.   
 
David Grundman (SCWA retired) 
Email: dave_pat_1999@yahoo.com 
 
Attachment: Penngrove Sewer Zone (PSZ) Capacity Study dated November 4, 
2002 
 
E-Mail may contain confidential information that is covered by the Electronic 
Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. Sections 2510-2521, and is legally privileged.  If 
the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.  
 



From: Marci Mascorro
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Planning commission review of housing element
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 4:59:08 PM

EXTERNAL

I wish to go on record in opposition of the housing element plan, which will be discussed on
July 17, in the planning commission. Specifically, I am opposed to the plans to develop a
parcel on Laughlin Road in Guerneville with 83 affordable housing units. I am opposed for a
number of reasons, including, but not limited to:

One. This property is proposed as affordable housing, yet the cost to develop in the
Guerneville area is prohibitive. The cost to fire harden a building, meet the existing
environmental codes for building and exteriors, including mandatory solar, is extremely
costly. The concept of “affordable housing” is not satisfactorily addressed by the county.

Two. There is no viable way to create an 83 unit neighborhood/complex, however it is
configured, that can safely accommodate 83 families and not cause a negative impact to the
existing neighborhoods and area of Armstrong Valley. A development this dense will
negatively impact the environment, including the existing redwood trees that line Laughlin Rd.
and Armstrong Valley Road; the development is next to a creek, and the negative impact on
that creek by construction of 83 units, movement of land, and severely altering the ground
surrounding that creek will cause more irreversible harm to the creek and its ecosystem.

Three: The existing infrastructure, which cannot even accommodate the current community,
will be challenged beyond its breaking point. Specifically, existing sewage facilities are
frequently overwhelmed, and the sewage treatment plant is already in need of improvements
to be able to accommodate its existing population.

Four: Flood and fire evacuation routes, already difficult, at best, will become more dangerous
as more households try to evacuate. The state proposition that passed that created this
“affordable housing“obligation on communities passed prior to 2017 when it became painfully
obvious that Sonoma County communities are susceptible to the worst possible fire risks and
the struggles to rebuild if homes are in fact destroyed.

Five: The county and state’s own affordable housing elements require the appropriate amount
and type of services within reasonable proximity. As such, historically, affordable housing
developments have been placed in existing in areas where there are already existing services
and transportation Corridors. The Laughlin parcel not only does not conform to those
requirements, the parcel is sited remotely and is distance from those services that would easily
create a hardship for someone in the circumstances that requires affordable housing.

Six: the development this size and density will irreparably change the existing community and
its dynamics. This is primarily an uncrowded, rural area with narrow, sometimes one lane
roads, lined by single-family homes. A project of this density is inappropriate and county
should not be proposing a development that benefits few yet harms many. In fact, it should be
the job of the community to protect its existing community from such severe negative impacts
.

mailto:marcimascorro@gmail.com
mailto:PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org


I can be reached at this email address: Marcimascorro@gmail.com

Thank you for your consideration, and please know that I was unable to finish my letter with
outlining all of my concerns because our power was out this morning, and that affected the
rest of the day.
-- 
Marci

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.

mailto:Marcimascorro@gmail.com


From: Margaret DeMatteo
To: PermitSonoma-Housing; PlanningAgency
Cc: Mashal.Ayobi@hcd.ca.gov
Subject: Public Comment on Housing Element Adoption Draft
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 5:07:02 PM
Attachments: Outlook-cid_f27831.png

LASC-FHANC Public Comment on Adoption Draft.pdf

EXTERNAL
Hello,

Please see attached letter, apologies for the few minutes late. I was having some
serious technical issues. Thank you for your consideration tomorrow.

Best Regards,
Margaret

Margaret DeMatteo (she/her/hers)
Housing Policy Attorney

<!--[if !vml]--> <!--[endif]-->
144 South E Street Suite 100
Santa Rosa, CA 95404
mdematteo@legalaidsc.com
Cell: 415-952-6519
Fax: 707-542-0177
https://legalaidsc.org/
 
CONFIDENTIAL AND PRIVILEGED COMMUNICATION
The information in this email message is for the confidential use of the intended recipients only.
The information is subject to the attorney-client privilege and may be attorney work product.
Recipients should not file copies of this email with publicly accessible records. If you are not an
intended recipient or an authorized agent responsible for delivering this email to an intended
recipient, you have received this email in error, and any further review, dissemination,
distribution, copying or forwarding of the email is strictly prohibited. If you received this email in
error, please notify us by return email and delete this message. Thank you.
 

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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July 12, 2023


SENT VIA EMAIL to PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org,
PlanningAgency@sonoma-county.org


cc: HCD, Mashal.Ayobi@hcd.ca.gov


Public Comment Regarding Sonoma County 6th Cycle Housing Element Adoption Draft


Dear Planning Commissioners, Permit Sonoma staff and consultants to the Housing Element:


We are housing policy experts in Sonoma County, working together to ensure the region is one
where everyone can find a home. We have repeatedly asked for every one of the
recommendations here. These requests have been repeated by large numbers of stakeholders in
Sonoma County’s Housing Advisory Committee and public surveys. Yet they still do not appear
in the Draft.


Our recommendations can help the County meet statutory requirements, affirmatively further fair
housing, and meaningfully respond to HCD’s comments.


Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (“AFFH”)


We support HCD’s comments regarding the need to revise the Element to meet the County’s
AFFH requirements. We ask the County to conduct a more rigorous analysis of patterns of
segregation and integration, Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence (“RCAAs”), displacement
risk, and disproportionate housing needs of people of protected classes, using local data and
knowledge, and add or modify fair housing programs accordingly.


We request that the Draft explain, as HCD requires, how the County complies with fair housing
laws and provide information about past or current fair housing lawsuits, findings, settlements,
judgements, or complaints.


Specifically, we ask that the Draft add the following commitments to Programs 29 and 32:


1. Provide fair housing training to County staff such as housing authority and code
enforcement teams, as well as housing providers and residents.



mailto:PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org
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2. Meet quarterly with Legal Aid of Sonoma County (LASC) and Fair Housing Advocates
of Northern California (FHANC) to address pressing fair housing issues and ensure fair
housing compliance.


3. Ensure housing fairs include education about discrimination based on source of income,
to encourage housing mobility and housing choice. Since discrimination against voucher
holders was outlawed in California in 2020, FHANC has received a growing number of
complaints in this area, with alarming rates found in Sonoma County in our audits
(finding evidence of source of income discrimination in 62%-88% of tests in the
County)1.


4. Enact a Fair Chance Ordinance, modeled on Alameda County, Berkeley, and Oakland,
and following the lead of Santa Rosa, who included such a commitment in their Housing
Element just certified by HCD. The use of criminal history in the tenant application
process should be eliminated, given the disparate impact on people of color. Enacting
such an ordinance is key to addressing disparities in housing opportunity in the County.


Conduct legally required analysis and add policies and actions related to homeless persons


The Draft does not analyze the disproportionate impact of homelessness on groups
protected by fair housing laws. In Sonoma County, Black and indigenous people are
disproportionately homeless, as are people with disabilities. The 2022 point-in-time count
showed that 13% of homeless County residents identified as Black or African American despite
making up 1.5% of the County’s general population.2 However, the Draft falls short of
acknowledging these disparities, exploring their root causes, and adopting programs that
meaningfully address these concerns. The Draft fails to conduct these required analyses, and
must do so to create a compliant Housing Element:


● Analyze the criminalization practices of homeless people, including the County’s
proposed amendments to its anti-camping ordinance and its forced removal of people
from the Joe Rodota Trail/County parks, as creating barriers to stability and housing
access, and as disproportionately harming BIPOC and disabled County residents;


● Analyze the relative accessibility of shelter and housing resources, including reliance on
congregate shelter for disparate impact on unhoused people with disabilities, including
mental health disabilities;


● Analyze the civil rights litigation against the County related to homelessness and
discrimination;


● Analyze the strict rules in County programs--like Los Guilicos Village and the
trailers--that could create barriers to access for people with mental health disabilities; and


● Analyze the racial or other disparities created by the Coordinated Entry System.


2 Attachment 1 - County of Sonoma 2022 Point-in-Time Count Results (ca.gov); A Portrait of Sonoma County 2021
Update (upstreaminvestments.org)


1 See 2019-2020 Audit Report: National Origin and Source of Income Discrimination in Rental Housing,
https://www.fairhousingnorcal.org/resources--more-information.html; See 2021-2022 Audit Report: Race
and Source of Income Discrimination in Rental Housing,
https://www.fairhousingnorcal.org/uploads/1/7/0/5/17051262/race_and_soi_audit_report_2021-22_1.pdf.
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The lack of adequate analysis of homelessness issues and their disproportionate impact on people
with disabilities and people of color results in a lack of adequate programs to address these
issues. Program 27, the Draft’s program for the Interjurisdictional Housing Committee primarily
commits only to do what the County is already doing, like much of the Draft.


We ask that Program 27 commit to actions that:
● Evaluate the dedication of County-owned land for non-congregate shelter,
● Expand SROs
● Guarantee that the need for emergency shelter is met


Program 5 needs additional actions to protect tenants and prevent displacement


Sonoma County demonstrates a disparate impact on renters with disabilities, renters of color, and
other members of protected classes when there is a shortage of affordable housing options and
inadequate tenant protections. Half the renters in Sonoma County are housing burdened; that is,
they spend more than 30% of their income on rent. Latino and Black renters are more likely to be
rent burdened than white or Asian renters (59% and 68% versus 53% and 52%).3


We agree with Table 2 in the Draft, that “Displacement of residents due to economic pressures”
is the highest priority factor that contributes to Sonoma County’s fair housing issues. However,
Housing Element Program 5: Displacement Avoidance is not an effective remedy. It consists
only of incentivizing production and “marketing strategies” for subsidized housing projects.
There are a number of proven policies that specifically and meaningfully address displacement
(or eviction) of residents, a number of which are being implemented across the state as part of
various housing elements.


Sonoma County is legally required to analyze fair housing issues, including “disproportionate
housing needs” and “displacement risk” of members of protected groups, and identify and
prioritize concrete actions to remedy these injustices.


Meeting RHNA requirements will not solve our housing crisis. We must also preserve and
protect people from displacement. Displacement of tenants means eviction or self-eviction
due to the inability to pay rent, poor living conditions, harassment or fear of retaliation.
Displacement of homeowners means foreclosure.


In Sonoma County, Black, Latinx, Native American, and mixed-race households are dramatically
more likely to rent rather than own their homes. As a result of systemic racism in education,
employment, and intergenerational wealth, Black residents in Sonoma County have lower levels
of well-being than Black residents of the state as a whole. Black residents of Sonoma County
live over three years fewer, on average, than Black Californians. Black children and young adults
are enrolled in school at a rate 6 percentage points lower than Black children and young adults
statewide. Sonoma County’s Black residents have a lifespan ten years shorter than any other


3 A Portrait of Sonoma County 2021 Update (upstreaminvestments.org)
3
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racial and ethnic group in the county and have lower educational attainment than the county
average.4


BIPOC residents are disproportionately vulnerable to exploitation and displacement due to
predatory rent hikes, arbitrary evictions, being forced to live in uninhabitable conditions and
enduring landlord harassment and retaliation. The Housing Element must recognize and remedy
these conditions. Unfortunately, the Draft fails to include meaningful actions to address them.


There are several recommended programs that the Draft has failed to include, including but not
limited to implementation of: 1) a Rental Registry; 2) Rent Stabilization and Just Cause Eviction
Protections;5 3) Create and Maintain a Mandatory/Proactive Rental Inspection Program6 and 4)
Adoption of a tenant Bill of Rights.


During public outreach, every single focus group indicated that the “high cost of housing” was a
top concern. (Appendices, pp. 6-12). Those focus groups were conducted with primarily
protected classes and special needs populations, who have a greater likelihood of renting.
Surveys indicate a desire for just cause tenant protections in Sonoma County, not just
information on existing protections (which are few). See survey results here. Information
distribution is not a program affirmatively furthering fair housing, nor is it an anti-displacement
measure.7


Program 3: Add Amendments to the Mobile Home Rent Stabilization Ordinance
(MHRSO)


There are an estimated 4,447 mobile homes in unincorporated Sonoma County, and the majority
of residents are seniors. Mobile Home Parks are some of the last naturally occurring affordable
housing. To protect seniors and ensure their ability to age in place, the MHRSO must be
amended. On July 11th this week, the Board of Supervisors directed staff to prepare for a Board
item to amend the MHRSO on August 15, 2023.


71,003 survey respondents asked for just cause protections. See Sonoma County Housing Policy Survey - Responses
| SurveyMonkey question 8 (“Enact anti-displacement protections like educating tenants on their rights and
preventing eviction unless there is “just cause” (like not paying rent or causing property damage) [emphasis
added].)”


6 The County’s survey results here indicated a strong desire for the County to “Proactively conduct routine
inspections to ensure that landlords meet habitability standards.” Nearly all focus groups indicated that the quality
and condition of housing was a top concern (see Appendices). Those focus groups were conducted with primarily
protected classes and special needs populations, who have a greater likelihood of renting. A mandatory proactive
rental inspection program could improve the housing conditions these communities live in.


5 Most recently, the Town of Fairfax passed a strong tenant protection ordinance with a rental registry. The City of
Sonoma’s Housing Element Plan includes the following anti-displacement programs: Passage of a rental registry,
rent stabilization and just cause eviction protections. The County of Marin included a commitment to passing tenant
protections by 2024 in their HCD certified Housing Element Plan.See Marin Program 31:
062123_chapter5marincertifiedhousingelement.pdf (marincounty.org); see also HCD letter of compliance
marmarincoadoptin061923.pdf (marincounty.org)


4 A Portrait of Sonoma County 2021 Update (upstreaminvestments.org)
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MHRSO currently allows for an annual space rent increase of 100% of the change in the Bay
Area CPI. Seniors simply cannot afford this yearly increase. Santa Rosa, Windsor, and Petaluma
all recently amended their MHRSO to prevent residents from paying a high space rent increase.
Santa Rosa and Petaluma reduced the cap to 4% or 70% of the change in Consumer Price Index,
whichever is lower. The County has considered an amendment in the past and likely already has
a draft amendment.


We ask that Action 3a be changed from “Continue to implement” the existing ordinance to
“Amend the Mobilehome Rent Stabilization Ordinance to limit rent increases to no more than
4%, or 70% of the change in CPI (whichever is less).” This should be amended by June 2024.


Program 15: Review and Update Zoning Code and General Plan


We ask that you add an ordinance to Program 15 creating a senior housing overlay district that
would prevent designated senior mobilehome parks from being converted to all-ages parks. This
will protect affordable housing options for seniors in the County and stop erosion of affordability
of the existing senior parks. Many jurisdictions have senior housing overlay districts, including
Yucaipa, San Juan Capistrano, Huntington Beach, Ventura County, City of Ventura, and Santa
Barbara.


Program 8: Protect Residential Lands and Units


Residents want faster, more vigorous action to reduce the number of vacation rentals and empty
homes. Having over 10% of homes be unavailable to residents is not acceptable. We ask that the
timeline in 8b for presenting policy options to the Board be accelerated to the end of 2024, not
2025.


Continuing Past Policies and Programs Will Not Suffice


We agree with HCD that the County should add programs that “go beyond status quo actions,
include specific commitment, discrete timing, geographic targeting and metrics or numerical
targets and should, as appropriate, address housing mobility, encourage new housing choices
in higher resource areas, improve place-based strategies toward community revitalization and
protect existing residents from displacement.”


Sonoma County needs to move on from the status quo. Hundreds of Sonoma County residents
urgently need protection from arbitrary evictions, predatory rent hikes, and landlord harassment.
Instead, the Draft proposes to merely continue many of the same policies the County has used in
the past. The word continue appears 94 times in the Draft, whereas the word implement appears
only 43 times.


Most importantly, the Draft omits an entire category of proven housing policies that help keep
renters in their homes. We agree with Table 2 in the Draft, that “Displacement of residents due to
economic pressures” is the highest priority factor that contributes to Sonoma County’s fair
housing issues. But Program 5, supposedly designed to prevent displacement, is inadequate. Its
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emphasis on housing production is misguided. Sonoma County can’t rely solely on housing
production, on meeting the RHNA, to stop our hemorrhaging losses of workers, families, seniors,
and so many others. During public outreach, every single focus group indicated that the “high
cost of housing” was a top concern. (Appendices, pp. 6-12) We must protect people from losing
their existing affordable homes, after which many leave the County.


Conclusion


The Housing Element needs to include the above proven policies and programs to improve and
conserve existing, non-subsidized, affordable housing stock and address the unmet needs of
low-income, protected class tenants, and to meet obligations under Housing Element Law.


Sincerely,


Margaret DeMatteo, Housing Policy Attorney
Legal Aid of Sonoma County


Caroline Peattie, Executive Director
Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California
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July 12, 2023

SENT VIA EMAIL to PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org,
PlanningAgency@sonoma-county.org

cc: HCD, Mashal.Ayobi@hcd.ca.gov

Public Comment Regarding Sonoma County 6th Cycle Housing Element Adoption Draft

Dear Planning Commissioners, Permit Sonoma staff and consultants to the Housing Element:

We are housing policy experts in Sonoma County, working together to ensure the region is one
where everyone can find a home. We have repeatedly asked for every one of the
recommendations here. These requests have been repeated by large numbers of stakeholders in
Sonoma County’s Housing Advisory Committee and public surveys. Yet they still do not appear
in the Draft.

Our recommendations can help the County meet statutory requirements, affirmatively further fair
housing, and meaningfully respond to HCD’s comments.

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (“AFFH”)

We support HCD’s comments regarding the need to revise the Element to meet the County’s
AFFH requirements. We ask the County to conduct a more rigorous analysis of patterns of
segregation and integration, Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence (“RCAAs”), displacement
risk, and disproportionate housing needs of people of protected classes, using local data and
knowledge, and add or modify fair housing programs accordingly.

We request that the Draft explain, as HCD requires, how the County complies with fair housing
laws and provide information about past or current fair housing lawsuits, findings, settlements,
judgements, or complaints.

Specifically, we ask that the Draft add the following commitments to Programs 29 and 32:

1. Provide fair housing training to County staff such as housing authority and code
enforcement teams, as well as housing providers and residents.

mailto:PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org
mailto:PlanningAgency@sonoma-county.org


2. Meet quarterly with Legal Aid of Sonoma County (LASC) and Fair Housing Advocates
of Northern California (FHANC) to address pressing fair housing issues and ensure fair
housing compliance.

3. Ensure housing fairs include education about discrimination based on source of income,
to encourage housing mobility and housing choice. Since discrimination against voucher
holders was outlawed in California in 2020, FHANC has received a growing number of
complaints in this area, with alarming rates found in Sonoma County in our audits
(finding evidence of source of income discrimination in 62%-88% of tests in the
County)1.

4. Enact a Fair Chance Ordinance, modeled on Alameda County, Berkeley, and Oakland,
and following the lead of Santa Rosa, who included such a commitment in their Housing
Element just certified by HCD. The use of criminal history in the tenant application
process should be eliminated, given the disparate impact on people of color. Enacting
such an ordinance is key to addressing disparities in housing opportunity in the County.

Conduct legally required analysis and add policies and actions related to homeless persons

The Draft does not analyze the disproportionate impact of homelessness on groups
protected by fair housing laws. In Sonoma County, Black and indigenous people are
disproportionately homeless, as are people with disabilities. The 2022 point-in-time count
showed that 13% of homeless County residents identified as Black or African American despite
making up 1.5% of the County’s general population.2 However, the Draft falls short of
acknowledging these disparities, exploring their root causes, and adopting programs that
meaningfully address these concerns. The Draft fails to conduct these required analyses, and
must do so to create a compliant Housing Element:

● Analyze the criminalization practices of homeless people, including the County’s
proposed amendments to its anti-camping ordinance and its forced removal of people
from the Joe Rodota Trail/County parks, as creating barriers to stability and housing
access, and as disproportionately harming BIPOC and disabled County residents;

● Analyze the relative accessibility of shelter and housing resources, including reliance on
congregate shelter for disparate impact on unhoused people with disabilities, including
mental health disabilities;

● Analyze the civil rights litigation against the County related to homelessness and
discrimination;

● Analyze the strict rules in County programs--like Los Guilicos Village and the
trailers--that could create barriers to access for people with mental health disabilities; and

● Analyze the racial or other disparities created by the Coordinated Entry System.

1 See 2019-2020 Audit Report: National Origin and Source of Income Discrimination in Rental Housing,
https://www.fairhousingnorcal.org/resources--more-information.html; See 2021-2022 Audit Report: Race
and Source of Income Discrimination in Rental Housing,
https://www.fairhousingnorcal.org/uploads/1/7/0/5/17051262/race_and_soi_audit_report_2021-22_1.pdf.
2 Attachment 1 - County of Sonoma 2022 Point-in-Time Count Results (ca.gov); A Portrait of Sonoma County 2021
Update (upstreaminvestments.org)
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The lack of adequate analysis of homelessness issues and their disproportionate impact on people
with disabilities and people of color results in a lack of adequate programs to address these
issues. Program 27, the Draft’s program for the Interjurisdictional Housing Committee primarily
commits only to do what the County is already doing, like much of the Draft.

We ask that Program 27 commit to actions that:
● Evaluate the dedication of County-owned land for non-congregate shelter,
● Expand SROs
● Guarantee that the need for emergency shelter is met

Program 5 needs additional actions to protect tenants and prevent displacement

Sonoma County demonstrates a disparate impact on renters with disabilities, renters of color, and
other members of protected classes when there is a shortage of affordable housing options and
inadequate tenant protections. Half the renters in Sonoma County are housing burdened; that is,
they spend more than 30% of their income on rent. Latino and Black renters are more likely to be
rent burdened than white or Asian renters (59% and 68% versus 53% and 52%).3

We agree with Table 2 in the Draft, that “Displacement of residents due to economic pressures”
is the highest priority factor that contributes to Sonoma County’s fair housing issues. However,
Housing Element Program 5: Displacement Avoidance is not an effective remedy. It consists
only of incentivizing production and “marketing strategies” for subsidized housing projects.
There are a number of proven policies that specifically and meaningfully address displacement
(or eviction) of residents, a number of which are being implemented across the state as part of
various housing elements.

Sonoma County is legally required to analyze fair housing issues, including “disproportionate
housing needs” and “displacement risk” of members of protected groups, and identify and
prioritize concrete actions to remedy these injustices.

Meeting RHNA requirements will not solve our housing crisis. We must also preserve and
protect people from displacement. Displacement of tenants means eviction or self-eviction
due to the inability to pay rent, poor living conditions, harassment or fear of retaliation.
Displacement of homeowners means foreclosure.

In Sonoma County, Black, Latinx, Native American, and mixed-race households are dramatically
more likely to rent rather than own their homes. As a result of systemic racism in education,
employment, and intergenerational wealth, Black residents in Sonoma County have lower levels
of well-being than Black residents of the state as a whole. Black residents of Sonoma County
live over three years fewer, on average, than Black Californians. Black children and young adults
are enrolled in school at a rate 6 percentage points lower than Black children and young adults
statewide. Sonoma County’s Black residents have a lifespan ten years shorter than any other

3 A Portrait of Sonoma County 2021 Update (upstreaminvestments.org)
3
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racial and ethnic group in the county and have lower educational attainment than the county
average.4

BIPOC residents are disproportionately vulnerable to exploitation and displacement due to
predatory rent hikes, arbitrary evictions, being forced to live in uninhabitable conditions and
enduring landlord harassment and retaliation. The Housing Element must recognize and remedy
these conditions. Unfortunately, the Draft fails to include meaningful actions to address them.

There are several recommended programs that the Draft has failed to include, including but not
limited to implementation of: 1) a Rental Registry; 2) Rent Stabilization and Just Cause Eviction
Protections;5 3) Create and Maintain a Mandatory/Proactive Rental Inspection Program6 and 4)
Adoption of a tenant Bill of Rights.

During public outreach, every single focus group indicated that the “high cost of housing” was a
top concern. (Appendices, pp. 6-12). Those focus groups were conducted with primarily
protected classes and special needs populations, who have a greater likelihood of renting.
Surveys indicate a desire for just cause tenant protections in Sonoma County, not just
information on existing protections (which are few). See survey results here. Information
distribution is not a program affirmatively furthering fair housing, nor is it an anti-displacement
measure.7

Program 3: Add Amendments to the Mobile Home Rent Stabilization Ordinance
(MHRSO)

There are an estimated 4,447 mobile homes in unincorporated Sonoma County, and the majority
of residents are seniors. Mobile Home Parks are some of the last naturally occurring affordable
housing. To protect seniors and ensure their ability to age in place, the MHRSO must be
amended. On July 11th this week, the Board of Supervisors directed staff to prepare for a Board
item to amend the MHRSO on August 15, 2023.

4 A Portrait of Sonoma County 2021 Update (upstreaminvestments.org)
5 Most recently, the Town of Fairfax passed a strong tenant protection ordinance with a rental registry. The City of
Sonoma’s Housing Element Plan includes the following anti-displacement programs: Passage of a rental registry,
rent stabilization and just cause eviction protections. The County of Marin included a commitment to passing tenant
protections by 2024 in their HCD certified Housing Element Plan.See Marin Program 31:
062123_chapter5marincertifiedhousingelement.pdf (marincounty.org); see also HCD letter of compliance
marmarincoadoptin061923.pdf (marincounty.org)
6 The County’s survey results here indicated a strong desire for the County to “Proactively conduct routine
inspections to ensure that landlords meet habitability standards.” Nearly all focus groups indicated that the quality
and condition of housing was a top concern (see Appendices). Those focus groups were conducted with primarily
protected classes and special needs populations, who have a greater likelihood of renting. A mandatory proactive
rental inspection program could improve the housing conditions these communities live in.
71,003 survey respondents asked for just cause protections. See Sonoma County Housing Policy Survey - Responses
| SurveyMonkey question 8 (“Enact anti-displacement protections like educating tenants on their rights and
preventing eviction unless there is “just cause” (like not paying rent or causing property damage) [emphasis
added].)”
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MHRSO currently allows for an annual space rent increase of 100% of the change in the Bay
Area CPI. Seniors simply cannot afford this yearly increase. Santa Rosa, Windsor, and Petaluma
all recently amended their MHRSO to prevent residents from paying a high space rent increase.
Santa Rosa and Petaluma reduced the cap to 4% or 70% of the change in Consumer Price Index,
whichever is lower. The County has considered an amendment in the past and likely already has
a draft amendment.

We ask that Action 3a be changed from “Continue to implement” the existing ordinance to
“Amend the Mobilehome Rent Stabilization Ordinance to limit rent increases to no more than
4%, or 70% of the change in CPI (whichever is less).” This should be amended by June 2024.

Program 15: Review and Update Zoning Code and General Plan

We ask that you add an ordinance to Program 15 creating a senior housing overlay district that
would prevent designated senior mobilehome parks from being converted to all-ages parks. This
will protect affordable housing options for seniors in the County and stop erosion of affordability
of the existing senior parks. Many jurisdictions have senior housing overlay districts, including
Yucaipa, San Juan Capistrano, Huntington Beach, Ventura County, City of Ventura, and Santa
Barbara.

Program 8: Protect Residential Lands and Units

Residents want faster, more vigorous action to reduce the number of vacation rentals and empty
homes. Having over 10% of homes be unavailable to residents is not acceptable. We ask that the
timeline in 8b for presenting policy options to the Board be accelerated to the end of 2024, not
2025.

Continuing Past Policies and Programs Will Not Suffice

We agree with HCD that the County should add programs that “go beyond status quo actions,
include specific commitment, discrete timing, geographic targeting and metrics or numerical
targets and should, as appropriate, address housing mobility, encourage new housing choices
in higher resource areas, improve place-based strategies toward community revitalization and
protect existing residents from displacement.”

Sonoma County needs to move on from the status quo. Hundreds of Sonoma County residents
urgently need protection from arbitrary evictions, predatory rent hikes, and landlord harassment.
Instead, the Draft proposes to merely continue many of the same policies the County has used in
the past. The word continue appears 94 times in the Draft, whereas the word implement appears
only 43 times.

Most importantly, the Draft omits an entire category of proven housing policies that help keep
renters in their homes. We agree with Table 2 in the Draft, that “Displacement of residents due to
economic pressures” is the highest priority factor that contributes to Sonoma County’s fair
housing issues. But Program 5, supposedly designed to prevent displacement, is inadequate. Its
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emphasis on housing production is misguided. Sonoma County can’t rely solely on housing
production, on meeting the RHNA, to stop our hemorrhaging losses of workers, families, seniors,
and so many others. During public outreach, every single focus group indicated that the “high
cost of housing” was a top concern. (Appendices, pp. 6-12) We must protect people from losing
their existing affordable homes, after which many leave the County.

Conclusion

The Housing Element needs to include the above proven policies and programs to improve and
conserve existing, non-subsidized, affordable housing stock and address the unmet needs of
low-income, protected class tenants, and to meet obligations under Housing Element Law.

Sincerely,

Margaret DeMatteo, Housing Policy Attorney
Legal Aid of Sonoma County

Caroline Peattie, Executive Director
Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California
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From: Eric Gage
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: July 13, 2023 Sonoma County Housing Element Recommendation
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 1:14:23 PM

From: Marilyn Cannon <cannon@sonoma.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 12:38 PM
To: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org>; Caitlin Cornwall <Caitlin.Cornwall@sonoma-
county.org>; Larry Reed <Larry.Reed@sonoma-county.org>; Pat Gilardi <Pat.Gilardi@sonoma-
county.org>; Jacquelynne Ocana <Jacquelynne.Ocana@sonoma-county.org>; Kevin Deas
<Kevin.Deas@sonoma-county.org>; Shaun McCaffery <Shaun.McCaffery@sonoma-county.org>; Eric
Koenigshofer <Eric.Koenigshofer@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: July 13, 2023 Sonoma County Housing Element Recommendation

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commission,
I wanted to let you know that I strongly support the Staff recommendation
for the July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element and Final EIR , including
the removal of the FOR-2, FOR-5 and FOR-6 sites.
Thank you very much for all your work on this.
Sincerely,
Marilyn I. Cannon

--
Professor Emeritus
Biology Department, Sonoma State University
1801 E. Cotati Ave., Rohnert Park, CA
https://web.sonoma.edu/users/c/cannon/
707-217-6303

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Scott Orr
To: PlanningAgency
Cc: Ross Markey; Eric Gage
Subject: FW: July 13, 2023 Sonoma County Housing Element Recommendation
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 1:12:58 PM

 
 
Scott
 

From: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 1:06 PM
To: Scott Orr <Scott.Orr@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Fw: July 13, 2023 Sonoma County Housing Element Recommendation
 
fyi

From: Marilyn Cannon <cannon@sonoma.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 12:38 PM
To: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org>; Caitlin Cornwall <Caitlin.Cornwall@sonoma-
county.org>; Larry Reed <Larry.Reed@sonoma-county.org>; Pat Gilardi <Pat.Gilardi@sonoma-
county.org>; Jacquelynne Ocana <Jacquelynne.Ocana@sonoma-county.org>; Kevin Deas
<Kevin.Deas@sonoma-county.org>; Shaun McCaffery <Shaun.McCaffery@sonoma-county.org>; Eric
Koenigshofer <Eric.Koenigshofer@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: July 13, 2023 Sonoma County Housing Element Recommendation
 

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commission,

 

I wanted to let you know that I strongly support the Staff

recommendation for the July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element and

Final EIR , including the removal of the FOR-2, FOR-5 and FOR-6 sites. 

 

Thank you very much for all your work on this.

 

Sincerely,

Marilyn I. Cannon

--
Professor Emeritus
Biology Department, Sonoma State University
1801 E. Cotati Ave., Rohnert Park, CA
https://web.sonoma.edu/users/c/cannon/
707-217-6303
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From: Mark Gonzalves
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Hanna project
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 9:09:26 PM

EXTERNAL

This project along Arnold Dr. needs a lot more study before any advancement of this process.
I live on Arnold Dr. and some days it is a a long delay before I can exit my driveway. This
project would make it hazardous  and in the event of an evacuation nearly impossible.

Sonoma Valley has insufficient infrastructure, jobs and services to accommodate the
many thousands of residents contemplated in the current Housing Element.  Neither
the existing residents – nor the potential additional residents – will be served by the
Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle.  Nearly all of those new residents
will have to drive long distances to get to their jobs and services.

In addition, the overwhelming majority of the roads in Sonoma Valley are two-lane
roads, presenting significant evacuation concerns. The Hanna site is literally across the
street from Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, making evacuations even more
difficult and dangerous.  Seniors are the highest risk-group during fire evacuation, yet
the Hanna site is being considered for a senior living facility.

There is extremely limited public transportation to the Hanna site.

Adoption of the proposed Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle at this
time is premature, at best.  The Planning Commission owes a duty to the residents of
Sonoma County to consider this issue further before making any recommendations to
the Board of Supervisors.

 

Mark Gonzalves

16525 Arnold Dr.

Virus-free.www.avg.com

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Mark Rhoda
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Comments regarding Public Hearing on general plans and zoning
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 2:54:49 PM
Attachments: WBC -City letter re 1680 Lance Drive Development 072222.pdf

EXTERNAL

Please find attached a letter from Westberry Condominium Association that was sent last year to the
City Planner regarding the development of apartments at Lance Drive & Guerneville Rd. We believe
this is part of the discussion to be held at the public hearing tomorrow and would like or comments
to be part of that conversation. Thanks.
Mark Rhoda, CCAM
Senior Community Association Manager
Steward Property Services, Inc. | 1465 N. McDowell Blvd., Ste. 120 | Petaluma, CA 94954
Tel (707) 285-0600 | Dir (707) 285-0609 | Fax (707) 285-0601 | www.stewardprop.com
We’re here to help! Your experience matters to us. If you have questions, comments, or concerns that have not
addressed please contact me or email us at support@stewardprop.com. Thank you. We appreciate your business.
Our after-hours emergency line will be available for serious, property threatening emergencies.
PLEASE NOTE: This message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and/or
privileged information. If you are not an intended recipient, you may not review, use, copy, disclose or distribute this
message. If you received this message in error, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the
original message. Thank you.
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WESTBERRY CONDOMINIUM OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION 
 
 
July 22, 2022 
 
Connor Mc Kay, Project Planner 
City of Santa Rosa 
 
The Westberry Condominium Owners Association and the residents of the property received the notice 
recently sent out by the City of Santa Rosa regarding a zoom meeting on Monday July 25, 2022, at 5pm 
for the development of a large apartment complex on the property located at 1680 Lance Drive which is 
near Westberry Condominiums. We have an initial concern about the timing of the notice, receiving it less 
than a week before the scheduled meeting, and feel it does not give our residents enough time to 
rearrange their schedules to be able to attend the meeting and to prepare for the meeting.  


We would request copies of any preliminary development plans that may be available, for dissemination 
to our 160 homeowners, and time for them to absorb and discuss the potential impacts to our community. 


The Westberry Condominium Association Board of Directors had a Board meeting on Wednesday July 
20th, 2022, after receiving the notice and this topic was discussed. The Board directed me as Manager of 
the Association to reach out to you regarding initial concerns they have about the new development and 
some of those concerns are listed below. We hope you will take these concerns in consideration when 
working with the developer to insure the least amount of impact to the residents of this Association.  


• Number of units- in an effort to maximize density it seems there was no thought to a more 
comfortable, pleasing layout, and where is the open space as mentioned? The current site layout 
looks more like a military base or public housing project, that would eventually blight the 
neighborhood in the years to come.  


• Increased traffic- proper infrastructure to handle the increase. Traffic study completed? 
• Increased Noise- ensure there are sound barriers on the perimeter of the property and that units 


are developed away from Lance Drive to reduce the noise transmissions. Noise study? 
• Parking- adequate parking for the number of proposed units. There are concerns that overflow 


parking for the new property may impact parking on our property. We have had some issues of 
this when the train station was put in.  


• Water infrastructure needed – we are currently in a drought and a new development with this 
many units will have an impact of the availability and cost of water to the properties in this area.  


The Westberry Condominium Association is willing to work with the city to help in regulating the 
apartment project so it will be a positive addition to the community and have the least impact on our 
Westberry Community and the surrounding neighborhood.  
 
Kind Regards,  
Mark Rhoda, CCAM 
Senior Community Association Manager 
(707) 285-0609 direct 
mrhoda@stewardprop.com 
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Steward Property Services, Inc. | 1465 N. McDowell Blvd., Ste. 120 | Petaluma, CA 94954 
Tel (707) 285-0600 | Fax (707) 285-0601 | www.stewardprop.com 

WESTBERRY CONDOMINIUM OWNERS’ ASSOCIATION 
 
 
July 22, 2022 
 
Connor Mc Kay, Project Planner 
City of Santa Rosa 
 
The Westberry Condominium Owners Association and the residents of the property received the notice 
recently sent out by the City of Santa Rosa regarding a zoom meeting on Monday July 25, 2022, at 5pm 
for the development of a large apartment complex on the property located at 1680 Lance Drive which is 
near Westberry Condominiums. We have an initial concern about the timing of the notice, receiving it less 
than a week before the scheduled meeting, and feel it does not give our residents enough time to 
rearrange their schedules to be able to attend the meeting and to prepare for the meeting.  

We would request copies of any preliminary development plans that may be available, for dissemination 
to our 160 homeowners, and time for them to absorb and discuss the potential impacts to our community. 

The Westberry Condominium Association Board of Directors had a Board meeting on Wednesday July 
20th, 2022, after receiving the notice and this topic was discussed. The Board directed me as Manager of 
the Association to reach out to you regarding initial concerns they have about the new development and 
some of those concerns are listed below. We hope you will take these concerns in consideration when 
working with the developer to insure the least amount of impact to the residents of this Association.  

• Number of units- in an effort to maximize density it seems there was no thought to a more 
comfortable, pleasing layout, and where is the open space as mentioned? The current site layout 
looks more like a military base or public housing project, that would eventually blight the 
neighborhood in the years to come.  

• Increased traffic- proper infrastructure to handle the increase. Traffic study completed? 
• Increased Noise- ensure there are sound barriers on the perimeter of the property and that units 

are developed away from Lance Drive to reduce the noise transmissions. Noise study? 
• Parking- adequate parking for the number of proposed units. There are concerns that overflow 

parking for the new property may impact parking on our property. We have had some issues of 
this when the train station was put in.  

• Water infrastructure needed – we are currently in a drought and a new development with this 
many units will have an impact of the availability and cost of water to the properties in this area.  

The Westberry Condominium Association is willing to work with the city to help in regulating the 
apartment project so it will be a positive addition to the community and have the least impact on our 
Westberry Community and the surrounding neighborhood.  
 
Kind Regards,  
Mark Rhoda, CCAM 
Senior Community Association Manager 
(707) 285-0609 direct 
mrhoda@stewardprop.com 
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From: Michelle Yokoyama
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Comments for Hearing 7-13-2023 Rezoning- 145 Wikiup Drive and 5146 Old Redwood Highway
Date: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 7:38:08 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Sonoma County Planning commission,

The property on 145 Wikiup Drive APN: 039-040-035 will be discussed to rezone from Limited Commercial to 
Urban Residential. The property Lyle's BeautyCollege and other businesses uses both sides to park their cars on 
Wikiup Drive. Changing the zone to Urban Residential at 145 Wikiup Drive, will cause even more cars to park along 
this road. This creates an evacuation of Fire or Emergency, which is deadly for those current residents trapped 
along Wikiup Drive and inhibits Emergency Vehicles. Assurance of this rezoning should have a traffic study on the 
impact of this rezoning.

The Property of 5145 Old Redwood Highway APN: 039-320-051 will be discussed to rezone the current "The 
Cove", our Community Church. (Limited Commercial) into High Density Residential. The Creekside Apartments at 
5209 Old Redwood Highway, park along Manka Circle, church side, as well as down Faught road. It is currently 
impossible to pull out of Manka Circle without the obstruction of these cars. Changing the ZONE to High Density 
Residential, will restrict the evacuation for Fire or Emergency for these residents. A restriction of EMERGENCY 
vehicles will also occur. This deadly rezoning of high density residents within a small, crowded neighborhood 
needs to be stopped.

We have owned our home since 1985. We are not an advocate of completely rezoning 3 properties within blocks 
of our lovely neighborhood. (Other property: 201 Wikiup Drive APN: 039-040-040). It appears that Sonoma County 
has enough housing permits. Please leave our WIKIUP COMMUNITY out of your 6th Cycle Housing ElementProject.

Thank you for your consideration,

David & Michelle Yokoyama
Homeowner

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM. 
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Scott Orr
To: PlanningAgency
Cc: Ross Markey; Eric Gage
Subject: FW: July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element & Final EIR
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 8:17:53 AM

 
 
Scott
 

From: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 9:42 PM
To: Scott Orr <Scott.Orr@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Fw: July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element & Final EIR
 
fyi

From: Mona Behan <monabehan@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 4:04 PM
To: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org>; Caitlin Cornwall <Caitlin.Cornwall@sonoma-
county.org>; Larry Reed <Larry.Reed@sonoma-county.org>; Pat Gilardi <Pat.Gilardi@sonoma-
county.org>; Evan Wiig <Evan.Wiig@sonoma-county.org>; Jacquelynne Ocana
<Jacquelynne.Ocana@sonoma-county.org>; Kevin Deas <Kevin.Deas@sonoma-county.org>; Shaun
McCaffery <Shaun.McCaffery@sonoma-county.org>; Eric Koenigshofer
<Eric.Koenigshofer@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element & Final EIR
 

EXTERNAL

Good afternoon, Planning Commissioners.
 
My husband and I live in Forestville and we respectfully urge you to approve the July 2023 Draft of
the Housing Element and Final EIR as written by the Planning Commission staff. The changes that
have been made after community input and further consideration on the part of the staff are huge
improvements over the original in terms of manageable and positive growth in the county,
respecting both the unique nature of existing towns and neighborhoods and the logistical,
infrastructure, and other basic needs of future residents in higher-density housing. We are especially
grateful that FOR-2, FOR-5, and FOR-6 have been removed for consideration, as they seemed to be
problematic on many levels.
 
We certainly acknowledge the need to add more affordable housing throughout California, including
in Sonoma County, but the sites chosen for rezoning and development of medium- and high-density
housing must be chosen with care, a respect for local character, and equity. A dash of common
sense never hurts, either! We think that the revised draft fits the bill and thank the planning staff for
all the hard work and due diligence that went into it.
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Sincerely,
 
Mona Behan & Alan Crisp
6867 Nolan Road,
Forestville, CA
 

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: Eric Gage
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element & Final EIR
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 8:18:42 AM

From: Mona Behan <monabehan@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 4:04 PM
To: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org>; Caitlin Cornwall <Caitlin.Cornwall@sonoma-
county.org>; Larry Reed <Larry.Reed@sonoma-county.org>; Pat Gilardi <Pat.Gilardi@sonoma-
county.org>; Evan Wiig <Evan.Wiig@sonoma-county.org>; Jacquelynne Ocana
<Jacquelynne.Ocana@sonoma-county.org>; Kevin Deas <Kevin.Deas@sonoma-county.org>; Shaun
McCaffery <Shaun.McCaffery@sonoma-county.org>; Eric Koenigshofer
<Eric.Koenigshofer@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element & Final EIR

EXTERNAL

Good afternoon, Planning Commissioners.
My husband and I live in Forestville and we respectfully urge you to approve the July 2023 Draft of
the Housing Element and Final EIR as written by the Planning Commission staff. The changes that
have been made after community input and further consideration on the part of the staff are huge
improvements over the original in terms of manageable and positive growth in the county,
respecting both the unique nature of existing towns and neighborhoods and the logistical,
infrastructure, and other basic needs of future residents in higher-density housing. We are especially
grateful that FOR-2, FOR-5, and FOR-6 have been removed for consideration, as they seemed to be
problematic on many levels.
We certainly acknowledge the need to add more affordable housing throughout California, including
in Sonoma County, but the sites chosen for rezoning and development of medium- and high-density
housing must be chosen with care, a respect for local character, and equity. A dash of common
sense never hurts, either! We think that the revised draft fits the bill and thank the planning staff for
all the hard work and due diligence that went into it.
Sincerely,
Mona Behan & Alan Crisp
6867 Nolan Road,
Forestville, CA
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From: Nancy Scott
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Zoning change for 3280 Hicks Rd
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 5:00:00 PM

EXTERNAL

To whom it may concern in the Sonoma County Permit Dept regarding the proposed zoning change
for 3280 Hicks Rd. in Graton.
This proposed change to increase the density of that property from 5 parcels to possibly 40 units is
ludicrous. My husband, William Huebsch and I, Nancy Scott Huebsch,
are reaching out to you to voice our opinion about this issue. We have been residents on Hicks Rd
for35 years. We just learned of this proposal, thus our last minute input here. We disagree with
changing the zoning at 3280 Hicks due to the numerous negative impacts
on our community. How could the Permit Dept consider such a proposal without notifying
surrounding residents? I see no posting of a hearing for this change anywhere
on the road!! We have far more to say about this issue, however, our cutoff time is one minute!
Nancy
Sent from Mail for Windows

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Pat Mascorro
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Housing initiatives
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 1:51:52 PM

EXTERNAL

I see plans and focus on the creation of so-called affordable housing.  The rise in home prices in this county as in
others, is the result of real estate market dynamics.

What plans are being prepared to alter those dynamics so that renters and buyers in the lower income brackets can
continue to afford housing in rhe future?   I see no mention of price and rent controls that would ameliorate the
continuous rise in the cost of living in this county..

Until effective controls are in place,  all the county housing plans will continue to favor builders and realtors.

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Ravi Alimchandani
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Cc: district5; hagarlaura@gmail.com; dale.dougherty@gmail.com; amie@sonomacountygazette.com;

jim.sweeney@pressdemocrat.com; GUY.KOVNER@pressdemocrat.com
Subject: 3280 Hicks Road Proposed Upzoning
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 1:53:22 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Sonoma County Planning Commission,

I express my gratitude for the opportunity to contribute feedback regarding the County of
Sonoma 6th Cycle Housing Element, permit Sonoma File No. PLP20-0018. This feedback
pertains not only to the proposed upzoning of the parcel at 3280 Hicks Road but also to the
adoption of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the General Housing Plan update
(SCH No. 2022060323).

My partner, Dr. Julian Macri, MD, and I relocated to 3129 Brush St. in Graton in 2021, drawn
by the charming, serene, and verdant character of this rural community. We left behind a rent-
controlled two-bedroom apartment in San Francisco, occupied since 2009, to find a more
conducive environment for raising our young toddler.

Consequently, I write with emphatic opposition to the proposed development, which threatens
to disturb the tranquillity of our neighborhood by introducing a large concentration of
residences. My concerns resonate with those of my fellow neighbors, many of whom I
understand are equally opposed to this proposal.

The proposed development at 3280 Hicks Road is incongruous with the fundamental tenets of
urban infill, a strategy that ordinarily focuses on developing vacant or underused plots within
largely developed urban zones. The absence of efficient public transit, the lack of mixed-use
planning, the potential adverse environmental impacts, and the disregard for the prevailing
character of the community, all serve to indicate a poorly conceived plan that falls
significantly short of established urban planning principles.

In terms of CEQA considerations, I implore the Planning Commission to undertake a thorough
and comprehensive review of the project's feasibility. Key issues to consider include the
suitability of the 3280 Hicks Road parcel for high-density infill, taking into account the
inadequate supporting infrastructure. The proposal's potential impacts on water resources (our
crawl space frequently floods during heavy rainfall), surface/groundwater interaction, and the
cone of depression require careful scrutiny. Additionally, the repercussions for existing roads
and the current inadequacy of road infrastructure demand serious attention to ensure the safety
and convenience of local residents. It's pertinent to mention here that our narrow roads, bereft
of sidewalks, are quiet and safe for pedestrian use. An increase in traffic would pose a
significant risk to pedestrian safety and wellbeing.

If the Planning Commission finds it necessary to add housing units, I recommend targeting
larger communities that are better equipped in terms of infrastructure, and already exhibit
characteristics of high-density urban environments. Concentrating efforts on promoting high-
density, mixed-use development in areas like downtown Santa Rosa, or locations in proximity
to the SMART train, would be a more rational approach. The proposed strategy of forcing
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high-density units into our community could inadvertently encourage sprawl and increase car
ridership, which when taken together are significant contributors to greenhouse gases.

Moreover, it's crucial to highlight our frustrations stemming from the perceived disregard of
our community's needs. As residents of an unincorporated area within Sonoma County, we've
been disappointed by the paucity of attention and resources dedicated to our area. This sense
of neglect is further exacerbated when juxtaposed with the expectations now being placed
upon our community, such as the proposed upzoning and the unpalatable wastewater treatment
plan (https://www.pressdemocrat.com/article/news/graton-residents-oppose-plan-to-import-
occidental-wastewater/), which could be circumvented with the construction of a pipeline. The
perception of our community as an afterthought, a convenient location to meet housing quotas
or to accommodate sewage facilities, fuels our growing frustrations. The proposed
development at 3280 Hicks Road merely amplifies these concerns, suggesting a profound
misalignment between the proposed upzoning and the community's needs and desires.

For wider dissemination, this letter is being forwarded to the Sonoma County Gazette,
Sonoma County District Supervisor Lynda Hopkins, Santa Rosa Press Democrat, and
Sebastopol Times. It's crucial that our concerns reach not only a broader audience but also the
key decision-makers. I thank you for considering our objections and concerns. A holistic
review of these issues is essential in making informed decisions that will define the future of
our cherished community.

Yours Sincerely,

Ravi Alimchandani
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From: Sandra Krey
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Forestville Hamlet Housing
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 1:35:47 PM

EXTERNAL

During Fire Evacuation from Guernville Fires & River Road Fires it was far too difficult to
evacuate with current number of residents trying to make their way down Mirabel & Covey.
Increasing the population here with no freeway near, is a big mistake. Please don't cripple
these 2 lane roads with more residents.
The similarities between the town of Paradise where residents there died in cars trying to
escape to the Hamlet of Forestville should be all that needs to be said to the Board of
Supervisors!
Did Ms. Hopkins see this plan coming and therefore moved her family to Sebastopol where
they have Bodega Hwy connected to Hwy 12?
This is not good planning. We have been evacuated 5 times during fire seasons in past years.
Find unincorporated areas to develop with at least a 4 lane highway within a mile or 2.
Concerned, voting resident,
Sandra Krey
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From: Eric Gage
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: Forestville Housing Element
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 8:19:13 AM

From: Sharon Smith <sharon@savorsmith.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 3:38 PM
To: Sharon Smith <sharon@savorsmith.com>
Subject: Forestville Housing Element

EXTERNAL

Dear Commissioner:
We are very concerned with the housing proposals for our area. We still feel strongly that the
infrastructure should be improved before any of this is done. It is good to hear that the size of the
development has been reduced and maybe it could be scaled down even more. We are a small
town. We are also in a wildfire prone area. More people. More to evacuate.
Please approve the July 2023 draft of the housing element and final EIR as written by the staff
including the removal of the FOR-2, FOR-5 and FOR-6 sites.
Thanks, Sharon Smith and David Wakely
Sharon Smith and David Wakely

10821 Canyon Road

Forestville, CA 95436

415 378-8005

sharon@savorsmith.com
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From: Sharon Smith <sharon@savorsmith.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 3:38 PM
To: Sharon Smith <sharon@savorsmith.com> 
Subject: Forestville Housing Element

EXTERNAL

Dear Commissioner:

We are very concerned with the housing proposals for our area. We still feel strongly that the
infrastructure should be improved before any of this is done. It is good to hear that the size of the
development has been reduced and maybe it could be scaled down even more. We are a small
town. We are also in a wildfire prone area. More people. More to evacuate.

Please approve the July 2023 draft of the housing element and final EIR as written by the staff
including the removal of the FOR-2, FOR-5 and FOR-6 sites.

Thanks, Sharon Smith and David Wakely

Sharon Smith and David Wakely

10821 Canyon Road

Forestville, CA 95436

415 378-8005

sharon@savorsmith.com
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From: troy winslow
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Proposed amendment to the general plan for APN: 130-146-003
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 3:01:23 PM

EXTERNAL

I am writing to express my objection to the amendment of the general plan to allow up to 20
units an acre on this parcel. My objection is based on the following considerations:

1. This development would be inconsistent with surrounding zoning. 
2. The parcel is outside the urban service district.
3. There is not an existing water system for the community of Graton.
4. The property is located at the intersection of Hicks Rd. and Jeannette Ave. Both streets are
only 15 feet in width in most places and are in a state of substandard condition and have road
services that rival the condition of Irwin lane that was the bane of the county for so many
years.
5. As many as 60 automobiles and additional service vehicles will be using Hicks Rd. to reach
Graton and Green Valley Roads. Additionally, Jeannette Ave. will be used to reach Mueller
Rd as well as Graton Rd.
6. Concerns for the architectural legacy that will be left for future generations if the county
continues in its use of soviet and correctional style architecture to provide "affordable"
housing.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Troy Winslow

3690 Hicks Rd.
Sebastopol, Ca. 95472

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.

mailto:littleasid@gmail.com
mailto:PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org


From: Vicki Hill
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Comments on Housing Element and Final EIR - Please distribute to Planning Commissioners
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 3:34:12 PM
Attachments: VH Comments on Housing Element DEIR-2-6-23.pdf

EXTERNAL

Hello,
I submitted comments on the Proposed Housing Element Draft EIR, as reflected in letter #70 in the
Final EIR. While I feel that the responses are not adequate, I support the County staff
recommendation to remove the two Glen Ellen Village parcels (GLE-1 and GLE-2, on the corner of
Arnold Drive and Carquinez) from the Housing Element inventory. As stated in my earlier comment
letter, these parcels are not appropriate for the application of the Workforce Housing overlay zone.
The reasons are stated in my comment letter #70 (attached).
The removal of these 2 Glen Ellen sites is noted on page 2 of the Final EIR, which states:

“Since publication of the Draft EIR, County staff developed a list of “Recommended
Inventory Sites” based on public input, site-specific analysis of suitability for inclusion in the
Housing Element site inventory, changes in site circumstances, and other factors. Twenty-
one of the Rezoning Sites are not included in staff’s list of Recommended Inventory Sites
(GEY-2, GUE-1, GUE-2, GUE-3, LAR-2, LAR-5, LAR6, FOR-2, FOR-5, FOR-6, GRA-5, SAN-1, SAN-
3, SAN-5, GLE-1, GLE-2, PEN-5, PET-1, PET-2, PET-3, and PET4).”

Please ensure that this recommendation is incorporated into the Housing Element.
EIR Comments:

1. Based on my experience as a land use planner, I continue to believe that the cumulative
impact analysis in the EIR is inadequate because it is based on out-of-date regional projections
that do not factor in the recent large scale projects approved and proposed for the Sonoma
Valley.

2. Response to comment 70.6 is of particular concern - it dismisses the need to consider SDC in
the cumulative impact analysis because the SDC project has undergone separate
environmental review and “mitigated” impacts. The SDC EIR contains no mitigation measures
and acknowledges that traffic impacts will be significant and unavoidable. A separate EIR does
not mean that the Housing Element EIR is exempt from considering SDC in its cumulative
impact analysis.

3. Also, the Elnoka project is dismissed by the following FEIR statement: “Additionally, the Elnoka
project is located within the City of Santa Rosa, and not near any of the Rezoning Sites.” This
statement is incorrect. The Elnoka project relies completely on the use of Highway 12, which
passes through Sonoma Valley and is the main connector. Traffic on Highway 12 WILL be
affected by the cumulative development of Elnoka, SDC, Hanna, and rezone sites identified in
Sonoma Valley.

4. Response to comment #168.2 states that the SDC project was not included in the SCTA traffic
model. However, the SDC project development is now included in the proposed Housing
Element, with 200 residential units in the next eight years. If it wasn’t included in the
modeling effort for the Housing Element EIR, it appears that the EIR did not properly evaluate
this as part of the cumulative impact analysis.

5. Please note that the approved development area of the two SDC parcels is substantially

mailto:vicki_hill@comcast.net
mailto:PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org
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Vicki A. Hill, MPA 
Environmental Planning   


 
3028 Warm Springs Road 


Glen Ellen, CA  95442 
  (707) 935-9496 


Email:  vicki_hill@comcast.net 
February 6, 2023 


DELIVERED VIA EMAIL 
Please distribute copies of this letter to all concerned County staff & Decision Makers. 


RE:  Comments on Sonoma County Housing Element Draft EIR, specifically regarding Glen 
Ellen parcels, # 054-290-057 and # 054-290-084 (GLE-1 and GLE-2) 


Dear PRMD Staff: 


This letter contains comments regarding the Draft EIR for the Sonoma County Housing Element, 
including both general comments and specific concerns regarding the two properties in Glen 
Ellen proposed for rezoning in the draft Housing Element. The parcels are at the corner of 
Carquinez and Arnold Drive (Assessor Parcel # 054-290-057 and # 054-290-084, identified as GLE-1 
and GLE-2 in the DEIR) and total a little less than one acre. These parcels were part of the “Rezoning 
Sites for Housing Project” and were included in the Draft EIR for that effort. My comments on that 
previous EIR are attached and are hereby included in my comments on the Housing Element DEIR 
since it appears that the Housing Element DEIR drew heavily from the Rezoning Sites for Housing DEIR.  
During that process, many people submitted comments with valid concerns regarding the 
inappropriateness of substantially upzoning these parcels (from 5 units to 22 units plus ADUs and 
density bonuses), which are outside of the urban growth boundary in the tiny village of Glen Ellen at an 
unsignalized intersection. It does not appear that previous comments were considered.  


Please consider the requests expressed in this letter and in other community comments: 


1) Remove the two Glen Ellen parcels from the rezoning list due to significant impacts 
identified in the EIR and other issues stated in this letter; and/or 


2) Consider an alternative zone district that reduces the number of allowed units on the 
site and does not require a minimum number of units, as required by the WH zone. 


 


As a professional land use planner and CEQA specialist, I have determined that there are 
numerous inaccuracies and inadequate or missing analyses in the Housing Element DEIR. My 
comments address: 1) absence of analysis of the appropriateness of applying the Workforce 
Housing Zone district; 2) infeasible and missing mitigation measures; 3) inadequate land use 
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policy analysis; 4) inadequate cumulative impact analysis; and 6) lack of consideration of 
feasible alternatives that would reduce impacts of the proposed project.   


General DEIR Comments:  


1. Purpose and Need: There is no justification for including the Glen Ellen parcels, which are 
already developed. Also, up to 1000 homes have been approved a few blocks down Arnold Drive 
at the Sonoma Developmental Center (SDC). Glen Ellen has already absorbed many times more than 
its fair share of future housing whether or not the SDC development is counted towards the current 
RHNA.  


2. Plan Inconsistencies: While the proposed rezoning of the Glen Ellen parcels may appear 
nonthreatening to those who are unfamiliar with the historic village, the rezone site 
represents a large part of the downtown core (which is only two blocks long) and will 
dramatically change it by tripling the existing number of housing units allowed.  
Furthermore, the Workforce Housing (WH) zone district REQUIRES a minimum number of 
units (16) so the property owner will have no choice but to overdevelop the property. The 
proposal is clearly inconsistent with the intent of the Glen Ellen policies established in the 
General Plan and Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines. 
 


3. Land Use Impacts: The proposal for the two Glen Ellen parcels involves inappropriate and 
precedent-setting rezoning to a high-density zone district, which is out of scale and would 
result in significant adverse impacts on the small village of Glen Ellen.  


 
4. Due to the Workforce Housing zone minimum development requirements (16 units 


minimum), the Glen Ellen parcels would have to be cleared of all vegetation, including large 
trees, which would render the site an eyesore and incompatible with the community 
character.  There is no feasible way to develop a project of this density without significantly 
impacting community aesthetic character or conflicting with the Glen Ellen Development 
and Design Guidelines. The mass, scale, and building coverage required to meet the density 
requirements would not be flexible enough to be modified in such a way as to incorporate 
the siting and design features outlined in these mitigation measures.  For this reason alone, 
an alternative lower density residential zone district should be considered. 


 
 Cumulative Impacts:  The DEIR cumulative impact analysis is flawed in that it does not consider the 


two massive projects in close proximity to rezoning sites in Glen Ellen and Sonoma Valley – the 
adopted SDC Specific Plan and the Hanna Center housing, hotel, and commercial development a few 
miles down Arnold Drive. Also, there is the Elnoka housing project in the north Sonoma Valley. The 
tiny village of Glen Ellen has now been required to accommodate up to 1000 housing units and as 
many jobs, as part of the SDC Specific Plan (a few blocks from the Glen Ellen parcels proposed for 
rezoning).  With the large scale SDC development, it is clear that this semi-rural area (without 
adequate infrastructure, transit, and jobs) has taken on more than its fair share of housing and 
should not be required to accommodate even more housing that will contribute to the significant 
traffic impacts identified for the SDC Specific Plan.  The cumulative impacts are widespread 
throughout Sonoma Valley. Arnold Drive simply cannot handle the level of traffic that will result 
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from cumulative development.  The planned road connection from SDC to Hwy 12 is no longer part 
of the Specific Plan, except for emergency access.  
 
There is no evidence that these large-scale developments were considered in the cumulative impact 
analysis for transportation, land use policy consistency, GHG, visual resources, public services 
(water, wastewater), or wildfire evacuation and emergency response. These projects are not 
included in the General Plan buildout or in the MTC regional plan as they are outside urban areas 
and not originally slated for development.  


 
5. Traffic Level of Service (LOS):  Although CEQA no longer requires LOS analysis, the DEIR must 


consider consistency with adopted plans and policies. The existing General Plan contains LOS 
policies and standards, which will be violated with implementation of the Housing Element (and 
cumulative impacts). 


 
6. ADUs: The DEIR does not consider the fact that many of the sites will qualify for the addition of 


ADUs. 
 


Specific Comments on Draft EIR 


 Page ES-2- “The project would implement existing General Plan Policies and Programs that require 
the County to identify urban sites near jobs and transit which may appropriately accommodate 
additional housing. The project would also identify appropriate sites on which to place the WH 
Combining District, which would allow the development of jobs and/or housing on the same site or 
within walking distance from one another. The WH Combining District is an overlay added to sites 
with non-residential base zoning to allow for housing to be built on sites containing or adjacent to 
jobs.” This statement points out how incompatible the proposed WH zoning is for the two parcels in 
Glen Ellen, which are NOT in an urban area, are not near jobs, and are not near transit.  Nor is there 
land to develop additional jobs on the same site or within walking distance. Glen Ellen is a rural 
historic village, not an urban center, and it is not near any incorporated urban area. 
 


 Page ES-2:  The proposed rezoning of the Glen Ellen parcels is in conflict with Project Objective #6, 
which calls for new housing in urban areas near jobs, transit, and services. 


 
 Page ES-4, Alternative 3:  The two Glen Ellen parcels should be added to the list of sites removed 


from consideration in this alternative, based on all of the comments regarding environmental 
constraints and the EIR’s own findings of significant impacts. 


 
 Page 2-6, “All 59 Rezoning Sites are within General Plan-designated Urban Service Areas, and near 


incorporated areas, within voter-approved Urban Growth Boundaries.”  This is incorrect – the GLE-1 
and GLE-2 parcels are not near incorporated areas nor are they near or within an Urban Growth 
Boundary.  This incorrect assumption leads to a flawed analysis. 


 
 Table 2-3, Proposed Land Use and Zoning Districts:  Why aren’t the two Glen Ellen parcels 


considered for R-2 zoning rather than the WH overlay?  Clearly the WH overlay is not appropriate, as 
pointed out in my earlier comments. WH zoning is for urban areas, with nearby jobs and transit, 
neither of which exist at these sites.  There is no explanation of why R-2 was not considered.  
Further, the WH zone requires a minimum development, which would more than triple the number 
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of existing units on the site, with limited roadway and access functions. Please consider a less 
intensive zone district for these two parcels in the Final EIR. 


 
 Table 2-4:  The number of existing allowable units at the Glen Ellen parcels is incorrect in the table.  


There are 4 or 5 existing units, which is a reasonable number for the site and its location.  
 


 Page 4-1: “Under the policy detailed in the Housing Element and allowed by SB 10, parcels that meet 
these criteria would be allowed to build a maximum of X du if they are between 10,000 square feet 
and 20,000 square feet in size, and a maximum of X du if they are above 20,000 square feet in size.” 
What are the X values? 


 
 Page 4-2, Cumulative: “CEQA analysis of cumulative impacts for a housing element is general in 


nature and considers cumulative development that could occur within the County to the extent it is 
reasonably foreseeable.”  Both the SDC Specific Plan and Hanna Center development are reasonably 
foreseeable projects and must be included in the cumulative impact analysis.  Since neither of these 
major developments are mentioned in the DEIR, it appears neither were considered.  The Hanna 
development has been in the works since 2004 and the County is well aware of it. The SDC Specific 
Plan process started in 2019-2020 and is now approved. 


 
 Aesthetics, Table 4.1-6: The table lists mitigation measures that don’t exist.  There are only two 


aesthetic mitigation measures. 
 


 Aesthetics, Impacts:  Significant visual impacts are identified for the Glen Ellen parcels but no 
realistic mitigation measures are identified.  Measure AES-1 calls for screening, but that is infeasible 
given the number of units that will be allowed and their proximity to public streets (Arnold Drive). 
Measures limiting building massing, staggered heights, building materials, and other design features 
should be included in the DEIR to partially reduce these significant impacts. 


 
 Aesthetics, page 4.1-54: “… development facilitated by the project cannot be made to comply with 


subjective design guidelines…” Please clarify what this means and why future development is 
exempt from design guidelines.  Also, who determines which guidelines are objective vs. subjective?  
This seems to dismiss all relevant County policies and provisions.  


 
 It is not clear if the WH zone district will still require architectural review, which is critical in a place 


like Glen Ellen where specific design guidelines and standards are in place. 
 


 Table 4.11-3, page 4.11-37: “This Program EIR analyzes potential transportation impacts of GLE-1 
and GLE-2 in Section 4.16, Transportation. Traffic congestion is not analyzed because it may not be 
considered a significant impact under CEQA.” This assumption and dismissal without analysis is 
erroneous.  While it is true that the transportation analysis is no longer required to address LOS, 
there is still a requirement, under CEQA, to assess the proposed project’s compliance with adopted 
land use policies.  The EIR fails to assess the project’s consistency with General Plan policy LU-20gg, 
which calls for consideration of traffic congestion. 


 
 Table 4.11-3, Policy Consistency, page 4.11-37:  There is no analysis of consistency with the Glen 


Ellen Development and Design Guidelines, which is required by CEQA. The table includes the 
following flawed statement: “The project does not propose development on these sites at this time 
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but rezoning to allow for medium-density residential development, and future projects would be 
allowed by-right and would not be subject to review under the Glen Ellen Development and Design 
Guidelines as discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, as only objective design standards would apply.” 
As a program EIR, under CEQA, development at these sites must be analyzed and compared to 
existing policies.  One cannot defer analysis to some point in the future, especially since future 
development will be exempt from CEQA.  The General Plan policies regarding Glen Ellen and the 
Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines cannot be merely dismissed.  The proposed rezoning 
will be in direct conflict with the guidelines and General Plan policies and this should be identified as 
a significant impact in the EIR.  Who determines whether policies are objective or subjective? The 
full implications of applying the WH zone district must be evaluated in light of the many policies in 
this document.  The proposed densification of the Glen Ellen parcels is clearly in conflict with 
existing policies and should be identified as a significant unavoidable impact. 


 
 Impact BIO-5, Heritage Trees:  The impact statement for BIO-5 does not state what the impact is, 


just references county policies.  Increasing the housing density on the two Glen Ellen parcels will 
require removal of several heritage trees.  This is a significant unavoidable impact because it would 
be inconsistent with the County heritage tree ordinance.  There is no way to avoid heritage tree 
removal under the densification of the parcels.  There simply is not space. The DEIR defers analysis 
of heritage tree removal to individual projects, but individual projects will be exempt from CEQA. 
 


 Cultural resources, page 4.5-11 – “Although there are no known historical resources on the Potential 
Sites, 35 of the sites contain buildings and/or structures that are over 45 years of age and may not 
have been evaluated previously for historical resources eligibility (Table 4.5-1 above).”  I believe the 
historic structure on GLE-1 has been documented.  It may be the oldest commercial structure in 
downtown Glen Ellen.  This resource and its historic setting would be significantly impacted by 
redevelopment of GLE-1 and -2 allowed by the WH zone district.  The EIR must address this historic 
resource in more detail.  With the rezoning, there is no possible way to protect this resource. 


 
 Land use section (and elsewhere) - There is no real analysis of the appropriateness of applying the 


Workforce Housing (WH) zone district to Glen Ellen’s two-block long village.  I am in full support of 
housing, especially affordable housing, but housing must be placed in an appropriate location that 
meets the needs of residents and does not further contribute to sprawl and associated 
impacts.  There are county policies regarding city-centered growth, to discourage sprawl, reduce 
vehicle trips, and ensure that new residents have adequate access to services and jobs.  The WH 
zone was intended for urban areas where jobs are available.  Glen Ellen is not within an urban 
growth boundary, transit is all but non-existent, and there’s no job center. This significant impact 
must be disclosed in the EIR, as applying the WH zone is inconsistent with the zone district’s stated 
intent and inconsistent with other land use policies. Applying this zone in the village of Glen Ellen 
completely ignores the many policies in place to ensure good planning and protect land use 
integrity.   


 
 Land use section – The Draft EIR fails to address the following policies.  The WH ordinance requires 


that: 
“(d) The proposed rezoning is consistent with the overall goals, objectives, policies, and 
programs of the General Plan and any applicable Area or Specific Plans as amended from time to 
time.”  
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This zone district is not consistent with the General Plan provisions for Glen Ellen. Sonoma County 
General Plan Policy 20i requires that new uses in the Glen Ellen area meet the following criteria: 


1. The size, scale, and intensity of the use is consistent and compatible with the character of the 
local community, 


2. Capacities of public services are adequate to accommodate the use and maintain an acceptable 
level of service, 


3. Design and siting are compatible with the scenic qualities and local area development guidelines 
of the local area.  


There are clear inconsistencies with bullets 1 and 3 above, as the zone district is not compatible with 
the local community, nor is it compatible with the scenic qualities or local development guidelines. 


 
 Land use section, page 4.11-43 - “Cumulative development, listed in Table 3-1 in Section 3, 


Environmental Setting, would be required to meet current applicable design standards and would 
undergo environmental review, including consideration of whether the projects would physically 
divide an established community.”  This is completely inadequate.  The whole purpose of conducting 
a cumulative impact analysis is to determine whether other projects would create substantial 
impacts and whether the proposed rezoning would substantially contribute to those cumulative 
impacts.  The EIR cannot postpone this analysis to some future time. 
 


 Land Use: The density (22 homes plus ADUs plus density bonuses) would result in buildings with 
such a large mass and lot coverage that it would be completely out of scale and dramatically change 
the small village. There is no feasible mitigation for this impact. A previous proposal for the Glen 
Ellen parcels (for 15 units) was rejected by the Design Review Board because of the mass and scale 
issue.  It’s not possible to fit 22 homes onto the property without creating significant impacts. 
Furthermore, the WH zone district requires a minimum development density, which would be 16 
units on the Glen Ellen site (composed of the 2 parcels).  Therefore, the property owner couldn’t 
redevelop with fewer units than that. There is no place in downtown Glen Ellen where housing 
density is the same as density allowed by the WH zone.  For a larger urban area, the change would 
not be that significant.  However, for the small Glen Ellen village, it represents a substantial increase 
in density. This is further exacerbated by the fact that the property across the street has already 
been redeveloped with 8 residential units and two more ADUs - a substantial change to the village.   
 


 The DEIR states that design review approval will still be required for all multi-family or mixed-use 
housing development of more than three units. Design review is limited to building and site design, 
architecture, colors, lighting, signs, landscaping and other design-related issues, not consideration 
of density and intensity of development and associated impacts.  Once the rezoning is approved, 
properties may move forward with ministerial permits for increased housing. As part of the EIR, the 
County needs to address how future redevelopment allowed by the WH zone complies with General 
Plan policies/guidelines to protect Glen Ellen’s semi-rural character.   
 


 It appears that the Glen Ellen properties were included in the rezoning merely because the property 
owner had already applied for the WH zone. There is no evidence of an independent analysis of the 
appropriateness of this zone district for this site. 
 







7 
 


 Project Alternatives - Despite previous requests (in comments on the Rezoning for Housing DEIR) to 
look at alternative zone districts for the Glen Ellen parcels that would still increase the amount of 
housing but be more consistent with the existing surrounding land uses, the EIR does not consider 
other zone districts.  This could be corrected in the Final EIR, as a means to reduce impacts related 
to traffic, aesthetics, land use inconsistencies, historic resources, and fire risk. 
 


 Growth Inducement – Applying the Workforce Housing Combining Zone in an area outside of an 
Urban Growth Boundary will set a significant growth-inducing precedent for future projects in 
downtown Glen Ellen.  This impact has not been evaluated in the Draft EIR. 


 
With the devastating loss of established neighborhoods during the 2017 fires, it is more 
important than ever to not overtax our rural infrastructure and resources. It is not 
understandable why the County would pursue rezoning this developed site in light of valid 
concerns expressed by the community. Please do not do any further damage to this rural area by 
upzoning these parcels.  Tripling or quadrupling the number of housing units on this site will only add to 
the significant impacts caused by implementation of the SDC Specific Plan.   


Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or would like to discuss my comments. 


 


Regards, 


 


Vicki A. Hill, MPA 


Environmental Land Use Planner 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
PREVIOUS COMMENT LETTER ON REZONING SITES FOR HOUSING DEIR  


 
 
Vicki A. Hill, MPA 
Environmental Planning   


 
3028 Warm Springs Road 


Glen Ellen, CA  95442 
  (707) 935-9496 


Email:  vicki_hill@comcast.net 
June 17, 2021 


DELIVERED VIA EMAIL 
Please distribute copies of this letter to all concerned County staff members. 


RE:  Comments on Sonoma County “Rezoning Sites for Housing Project” Draft EIR, regarding 
Glen Ellen parcels, # 054-290-057 and # 054-290-084 (GLE-1 and GLE-2) 


Dear PRMD Staff: 


This letter contains comments regarding the Draft EIR for the Sonoma County proposed 
Rezoning Sites for Housing Project, specifically regarding the two properties in Glen Ellen at the 
corner of Carquinez and Arnold Drive (parcels GLE-1 and GLE-2 on the County rezone map).  As 
a professional land use planner and CEQA specialist, I have reviewed the above referenced 
Draft EIR and have determined that there are numerous inaccuracies and inadequate or missing 
analyses. My comments address: 1) absence of analysis of the appropriateness of applying the 
Workforce Housing Zone district; 2) infeasible mitigation measures; 3) inadequate land use 
policy analysis; 4) inadequate cumulative impact analysis; 5) insufficient analysis of significant 
environmental and land use policy impacts; and 6) lack of consideration of alternatives.   


In my professional opinion, the proposal for these two parcels in Glen Ellen involves 
inappropriate and precedent-setting rezoning to a potential high-density zone district, which 
is out of scale and has the potential to result in significant adverse impacts on the small 
village of Glen Ellen.  


Based on previous comments and comments presented below, I hereby request that the 
County remove the two Glen Ellen parcels from rezoning consideration, given potential 
environmental effects, other housing being developed, and the large amount of housing that 
will be included in the SDC Specific Plan less than a mile away. 
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Specific Comments on Draft EIR 


 Page ES-1 – “Potential Sites are within Urban Growth Boundaries, near incorporated areas located in 
Geyserville, Guerneville, Larkfield, Forestville, Graton, Santa Rosa, Glen Ellen, Agua Caliente, 
Penngrove, Petaluma, and Sonoma.”  This statement is incorrect and misleading.  Glen Ellen is not 
within an urban growth boundary and it’s unlikely that sites in some of the other small 
unincorporated towns are within urban growth boundaries. Furthermore, Glen Ellen is not near an 
incorporated area.  This points out the misunderstanding that somehow Glen Ellen is an urban area 
suitable for workforce housing. 
 


 Page 2-1 – “All Potential Sites are within General Plan-designated Urban Service Areas, and near 
incorporated areas, within voter-approved Urban Growth Boundaries.”  As commented above, this 
statement is incorrect and misleading, making the reader think that Glen Ellen is near an 
incorporated area and within an Urban Growth Boundary.  This incorrect assumption provides the 
basis for an incomplete and inaccurate analysis of land use policy consistency issues. 


 
 Page 2-18, Criteria for including sites in the proposed rezoning: “In addition to these criteria, the 


General Plan sets forth additional criteria to be used in considering which sites to rezone for housing 
(Housing Element Policy HE-2f and Programs 11 and 20). These factors include proximity to jobs, 
transit, services, and schools.” Clearly the GLE-1 and -2 parcels are not consistent with this General 
Plan policy because they are not in close proximity to jobs, transit, or services. 


 
 Aesthetics, page 4.1-59, Impact AES-3: “INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS IMPLEMENTED ON POTENTIAL SITES 


HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO ADVERSELY AFFECT PUBLIC VIEWS AND COMMUNITY AESTHETIC 
CHARACTER. IN URBANIZED AREAS, THE PROJECT WOULD CONFLICT WITH REGULATIONS THAT 
GOVERN DEVELOPMENT DESIGN STANDARDS. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION MEASURES INCORPORATED.”  The mitigation measures listed in the Draft EIR are either 
infeasible or would not reduce impacts to a level that is less than significant. Mitigation measure 
AES-1, Project Design Constraints, and AES-2, Structure Envelope Constraints, are not feasible 
because of the small parcel size, existing historic resources, and Workforce Housing zone minimum 
development requirements (16 units minimum). The property would have to be cleared of all 
vegetation, including large trees, which would render the site an eyesore and incompatible with the 
community character.  There is no feasible way to develop a project of this density without 
significantly impacting community aesthetic character or conflicting with the Glen Ellen 
Development and Design Guidelines. The mass, scale, and building coverage required to meet the 
density requirements would not be flexible enough to be modified in such a way as to incorporate 
the siting and design features outlined in these mitigation measures. 
 


 Cultural resources, page 4.5-11 – “Although there are no known historical resources on the Potential 
Sites, 35 of the sites contain buildings and/or structures that are over 45 years of age and may not 
have been evaluated previously for historical resources eligibility (Table 4.5-1 above).”  I believe the 
historic structure on GLE-1 has been documented.  It may be the oldest commercial structure in 
downtown Glen Ellen.  This resource and its historic setting would be significantly impacted by 
redevelopment of GLE-1 and -2 allowed by the WH zone district.   


 
 Hazards, page 4.9-12 – “Impact HAZ-4 - DEVELOPMENT FACILITATED BY THE PROJECT WOULD NOT 


RESULT IN ANY PHYSICAL CHANGES THAT COULD INTERFERE WITH OR IMPAIR EMERGENCY 
RESPONSE OR EVACUATION. THEREFORE, THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN INTERFERENCE 
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WITH THESE TYPES OF ADOPTED PLANS. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.”  This finding 
that the impact is less than significant is flawed.  The proposed rezoning will result in an increased 
number of people and vehicles in high fire hazard areas, which will impede emergency response in 
the event of a catastrophe such as wildfire.  During recent fire evacuations, Arnold Drive and 
Highway 12 were severely impacted by Oakmont, Kenwood, and Glen Ellen residents fleeing the fire.  
People sat in their cars for hours, waiting to get out.  Increasing housing density in these high-risk 
areas will exacerbate the emergency response impact. 


 
 Land use section (and elsewhere) - There is no real analysis of the appropriateness of applying the 


Workforce Housing (WH) zone district to Glen Ellen’s 2 block long village.  I am in full support of 
housing, especially affordable housing, but housing must be placed in an appropriate location that 
meets the needs of residents and does not further contribute to sprawl and associated 
impacts.  There are county policies regarding city-centered growth, to discourage sprawl, reduce 
vehicle trips, and ensure that new residents have adequate access to services and jobs.  The WH 
zone was intended for urban areas where jobs are available.  Glen Ellen is not within an urban 
growth boundary, transit is all but non-existent, and there’s no job center. This significant impact 
must be disclosed in the EIR, as applying the WH zone is inconsistent with the zone district’s stated 
intent and inconsistent with other land use policies. Applying this zone in the village of Glen Ellen 
completely ignores the many policies in place to ensure good planning and protect land use 
integrity.   


 
 Land use section 4.11, setting subsection – In the setting section, there is no description of the Glen 


Ellen Development and Design Guidelines other than a passing reference in one of the General Plan 
policies.  This important land use document should be described, with a clear presentation of its 
purpose and intent.   


 
 Land use section 4.11, impacts subsection - The Draft EIR fails to address consistency with the Glen 


Ellen Development and Design Guidelines in the impacts section.  This consistency analysis is 
required by CEQA.  It cannot be postponed until a specific project is proposed for the site.  The full 
implications of applying the WH zone district must be evaluated in light of the many policies in this 
document.  The proposed densification of the Glen Ellen parcels is clearly in conflict with the Glen 
Ellen Development and Design Guidelines and should be identified as a significant unavoidable 
impact. 


 
 Land use section, page 4.11-38 – One of the considerations, as outlined in General Plan policy LU-


20gg, requires evaluation of “the compatibility of rural development with protection of agriculture, 
scenic landscapes, and resources.”  The Draft EIR fails to analyze consistency with this provision.  
Instead, the Draft EIR states: “The project does not propose development on these sites at this time 
but rezoning to allow for medium-density residential development. Future projects on these sites 
would be required to comply with the County Code and Glen Ellen Development and Design 
Guidelines, and compliance would be evaluated by the County during the project application and 
approval process.”  This statement represents postponing the analysis to a later time, which is not 
adequate under CEQA.  There will be no subsequent discretionary analysis, as future projects will be 
ministerial and exempt from CEQA, according to the Draft EIR. No public decisionmaker hearing 
would be required and the public would have no real opportunity to weigh in on property 
proposals.  Given the density allowed/required, one cannot assume that future projects will comply 
with General Plan policies and the Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines. The consistency 
analysis needs to be conducted for the current EIR, not delayed.  The EIR must evaluate the full 







11 
 


buildout potential (including density bonuses, ADUs, etc.) that the Workforce Housing zone district 
will allow. The EIR needs to address how this buildout under the WH zone does or does not comply 
with specific growth policies and policies/guidelines to protect Glen Ellen’s semi-rural character.  
The aesthetics analysis states that impacts are significant, but mitigable.  As I described above, these 
mitigation measures are not feasible for the Glen Ellen parcels due to location, density, etc.  
Therefore, this land use conflict is a significant unavoidable impact. 
 


 Land use section – The Draft EIR fails to address the following policies.  The WH ordinance requires 
that: 


“(d) The proposed rezoning is consistent with the overall goals, objectives, policies, and 
programs of the General Plan and any applicable Area or Specific Plans as amended from time to 
time.”  


This zone district is not consistent with the General Plan provisions for Glen Ellen. Sonoma County 
General Plan Policy 20i requires that new uses in the Glen Ellen area meet the following criteria: 


4. The size, scale, and intensity of the use is consistent and compatible with the character of the 
local community, 


5. Capacities of public services are adequate to accommodate the use and maintain an acceptable 
level of service, 


6. Design and siting are compatible with the scenic qualities and local area development guidelines 
of the local area.  


There are clear inconsistencies with bullets 1 and 3 above, as the zone district is not compatible with 
the local community, nor is it compatible with the scenic qualities or local development guidelines. 


 
 Land use section, page 4.11-43 - “Cumulative development, listed in Table 3-1 in Section 3, 


Environmental Setting, would be required to meet current applicable design standards and would 
undergo environmental review, including consideration of whether the projects would physically 
divide an established community.”  This is completely inadequate.  The whole purpose of conducting 
a cumulative impact analysis is to determine whether other projects would create substantial 
impacts and whether the proposed rezoning would substantially contribute to those cumulative 
impacts.  The EIR cannot postpone this analysis to some future time. 


 
 Land use policy consistency analysis – In addition to inconsistencies with growth policies and the 


intent/purpose of the zone district, the very nature of the WH district is clearly in direct conflict with 
General Plan polices and the local Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines regarding density, 
mass, and scale.  At a density of 24 units per acre, the proposed Workforce Housing would allow 22 
units on the Glen Ellen property that is just under one acre (0.85 acre), representing a substantially 
increased density. The WH Combining Zone also provides for additional density allowed under the 
County’s density bonus programs for affordable units.  


 
The WH zone would quadruple the existing onsite density of 5 units. This density is not consistent 
with the limited roadway network and fire risk.  Please note that over 180 homes in Glen Ellen 
burned in the 2017 fires; the only reason the village was spared was because of some brave local 
volunteers. 
 
The density would result in buildings with such a large mass and lot coverage that it would be 
completely out of scale and dramatically change the small village. There is no feasible mitigation for 
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this impact. A previous proposal for the Glen Ellen parcels (for 15 units) was rejected by the Design 
Review Board because of the mass and scale issue.  It’s not possible to fit 22 homes onto the 
property without creating significant impacts. Furthermore, the WH zone district requires a 
minimum development density, which would be 16 units on the Glen Ellen site (composed of the 2 
parcels).  Therefore, the property owner couldn’t redevelop with fewer units than that. There is no 
place in downtown Glen Ellen where housing density is close to density allowed by the WH 
zone.  For a larger urban area, the change would not be that significant.  However, for the small Glen 
Ellen village, it represents a substantial increase in density. This is further exacerbated by the fact 
that the property across the street has already been redeveloped with 8 residential units and two 
more ADUs are now proposed there - a major change to the downtown.   


 
Rather than conducting this important policy consistency analysis now, the EIR assumes that future 
projects will comply with policies.  However, as noted above, future projects will be ministerial with 
no CEQA required so there will be very little review.  The Draft EIR states that design review 
approval will still be required for all multi-family or mixed-use housing development of more than 
three units. Design review is limited to building and site design, architecture, colors, lighting, signs, 
landscaping and other design-related issues, not consideration of density and intensity of 
development and associated impacts.  Once the rezoning is approved, properties may move 
forward with ministerial permits for increased housing. As part of the EIR, the County needs to 
address how future redevelopment allowed by the WH zone complies with policies/guidelines to 
protect Glen Ellen’s semi-rural character.   
 


 It appears that the Glen Ellen properties were included in the rezoning merely because the property 
owner had already applied for the WH zone. There is no evidence of an independent analysis of the 
appropriateness of this zone district for this site. 
 


 Project Alternatives - Despite requests in my scoping comments to look at alternative zone districts 
for the Glen Ellen parcels that would still increase the amount of housing but be more consistent 
with the existing surrounding land uses, the EIR does not consider other zone districts.  This could be 
corrected in the Final EIR, as a means to reduce impacts related to traffic, aesthetics, land use 
inconsistencies, historic resources, and fire risk. 
 


 Cumulative Impact Analysis - The cumulative impact analysis is inadequate, especially given the 
planned redevelopment of the Sonoma Developmental Center, which is required by State law to 
have a substantial housing component. Again, the County is postponing analysis that should be 
conducted now.  
 


 Growth Inducement – Applying the Workforce Housing Combining Zone in an area outside of an 
Urban Growth Boundary will set a significant growth-inducing precedent for future projects in 
downtown Glen Ellen.  This impact has not been evaluated in the Draft EIR. 


 
 History of concerns regarding GLE-1 and -2 - Over the past several years, the GLE-1 and -2 


property owner has attempted to redevelop the property at a higher density than is 
currently allowed.  Dozens of community members submitted comments opposing the 
increased density on the site, referencing serious environmental concerns.  It does not 
appear that these previous comments were considered when the County chose to include 
these parcels in the rezoning proposal nor were they considered when preparing the EIR.  
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My scoping comments requested inclusion of all of the previous comments, as well as 
comments made to the SVCAC in March 2019 regarding this property. 


 
While this proposal may appear nonthreatening to those who are unfamiliar with Glen Ellen, 
the rezone site represents a large part of the downtown core (which is only two blocks long) 
and will dramatically change our village.  It is disheartening to see a proposal that is clearly 
inconsistent with the intent of the Glen Ellen policies established in the General Plan and 
Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines.   With the devastating loss of established 
neighborhoods during the 2017 fires, it is more important than ever to not overtax our rural 
infrastructure and to protect the small town feel that the community values so much. It is not 
understandable why the County would pursue rezoning this developed site in light of valid 
concerns expressed by the community. 


 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or would like to discuss my comments. 


 


Regards, 


 


Vicki A. Hill, MPA 


 


 


 


 


 







smaller than depicted in the Housing Element. The entire campus slated for development is
180-200 acres, not over 500 acres. This should be noted in the Housing Element. Otherwise, it
is misleading.

There are numerous other incorrect and/or incomplete statements in the responses to my
comment letter 70 but insufficient time for me to provide details due to the very limited time
given to review the Final EIR.
I encourage you to review my concerns expressed in my earlier comment letter.
Regards,
Vicki A. Hill
Environmental Land Use Planner

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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Vicki A. Hill, MPA 
E nvironmental Planning  

 
3028 Warm Springs Road 

Glen Ellen, CA  95442 
  (707) 935-9496 

Email:  vicki_hill@comcast.net 
February 6, 2023 

DELIVERED VIA EMAIL 
Please distribute copies of this letter to all concerned County staff & Decision Makers. 

RE:  Comments on Sonoma County Housing Element Draft EIR, specifically regarding Glen 
Ellen parcels, # 054-290-057 and # 054-290-084 (GLE-1 and GLE-2) 

Dear PRMD Staff: 

This letter contains comments regarding the Draft EIR for the Sonoma County Housing Element, 
including both general comments and specific concerns regarding the two properties in Glen 
Ellen proposed for rezoning in the draft Housing Element. The parcels are at the corner of 
Carquinez and Arnold Drive (Assessor Parcel # 054-290-057 and # 054-290-084, identified as GLE-1 
and GLE-2 in the DEIR) and total a little less than one acre. These parcels were part of the “Rezoning 
Sites for Housing Project” and were included in the Draft EIR for that effort. My comments on that 
previous EIR are attached and are hereby included in my comments on the Housing Element DEIR 
since it appears that the Housing Element DEIR drew heavily from the Rezoning Sites for Housing DEIR.  
During that process, many people submitted comments with valid concerns regarding the 
inappropriateness of substantially upzoning these parcels (from 5 units to 22 units plus ADUs and 
density bonuses), which are outside of the urban growth boundary in the tiny village of Glen Ellen at an 
unsignalized intersection. It does not appear that previous comments were considered.  

Please consider the requests expressed in this letter and in other community comments: 

1) Remove the two Glen Ellen parcels from the rezoning list due to significant impacts 
identified in the EIR and other issues stated in this letter; and/or 

2) Consider an alternative zone district that reduces the number of allowed units on the 
site and does not require a minimum number of units, as required by the WH zone. 

 

As a professional land use planner and CEQA specialist, I have determined that there are 
numerous inaccuracies and inadequate or missing analyses in the Housing Element DEIR. My 
comments address: 1) absence of analysis of the appropriateness of applying the Workforce 
Housing Zone district; 2) infeasible and missing mitigation measures; 3) inadequate land use 
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policy analysis; 4) inadequate cumulative impact analysis; and 6) lack of consideration of 
feasible alternatives that would reduce impacts of the proposed project.   

General DEIR Comments:  

1. Purpose and Need: There is no justification for including the Glen Ellen parcels, which are 
already developed. Also, up to 1000 homes have been approved a few blocks down Arnold Drive 
at the Sonoma Developmental Center (SDC). Glen Ellen has already absorbed many times more than 
its fair share of future housing whether or not the SDC development is counted towards the current 
RHNA.  

2. Plan Inconsistencies: While the proposed rezoning of the Glen Ellen parcels may appear 
nonthreatening to those who are unfamiliar with the historic village, the rezone site 
represents a large part of the downtown core (which is only two blocks long) and will 
dramatically change it by tripling the existing number of housing units allowed.  
Furthermore, the Workforce Housing (WH) zone district REQUIRES a minimum number of 
units (16) so the property owner will have no choice but to overdevelop the property. The 
proposal is clearly inconsistent with the intent of the Glen Ellen policies established in the 
General Plan and Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines. 
 

3. Land Use Impacts: The proposal for the two Glen Ellen parcels involves inappropriate and 
precedent-setting rezoning to a high-density zone district, which is out of scale and would 
result in significant adverse impacts on the small village of Glen Ellen.  

 
4. Due to the Workforce Housing zone minimum development requirements (16 units 

minimum), the Glen Ellen parcels would have to be cleared of all vegetation, including large 
trees, which would render the site an eyesore and incompatible with the community 
character.  There is no feasible way to develop a project of this density without significantly 
impacting community aesthetic character or conflicting with the Glen Ellen Development 
and Design Guidelines. The mass, scale, and building coverage required to meet the density 
requirements would not be flexible enough to be modified in such a way as to incorporate 
the siting and design features outlined in these mitigation measures.  For this reason alone, 
an alternative lower density residential zone district should be considered. 

 
 Cumulative Impacts:  The DEIR cumulative impact analysis is flawed in that it does not consider the 

two massive projects in close proximity to rezoning sites in Glen Ellen and Sonoma Valley – the 
adopted SDC Specific Plan and the Hanna Center housing, hotel, and commercial development a few 
miles down Arnold Drive. Also, there is the Elnoka housing project in the north Sonoma Valley. The 
tiny village of Glen Ellen has now been required to accommodate up to 1000 housing units and as 
many jobs, as part of the SDC Specific Plan (a few blocks from the Glen Ellen parcels proposed for 
rezoning).  With the large scale SDC development, it is clear that this semi-rural area (without 
adequate infrastructure, transit, and jobs) has taken on more than its fair share of housing and 
should not be required to accommodate even more housing that will contribute to the significant 
traffic impacts identified for the SDC Specific Plan.  The cumulative impacts are widespread 
throughout Sonoma Valley. Arnold Drive simply cannot handle the level of traffic that will result 
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from cumulative development.  The planned road connection from SDC to Hwy 12 is no longer part 
of the Specific Plan, except for emergency access.  
 
There is no evidence that these large-scale developments were considered in the cumulative impact 
analysis for transportation, land use policy consistency, GHG, visual resources, public services 
(water, wastewater), or wildfire evacuation and emergency response. These projects are not 
included in the General Plan buildout or in the MTC regional plan as they are outside urban areas 
and not originally slated for development.  

 
5. Traffic Level of Service (LOS):  Although CEQA no longer requires LOS analysis, the DEIR must 

consider consistency with adopted plans and policies. The existing General Plan contains LOS 
policies and standards, which will be violated with implementation of the Housing Element (and 
cumulative impacts). 

 
6. ADUs: The DEIR does not consider the fact that many of the sites will qualify for the addition of 

ADUs. 
 

Specific Comments on Draft EIR 

 Page ES-2- “The project would implement existing General Plan Policies and Programs that require 
the County to identify urban sites near jobs and transit which may appropriately accommodate 
additional housing. The project would also identify appropriate sites on which to place the WH 
Combining District, which would allow the development of jobs and/or housing on the same site or 
within walking distance from one another. The WH Combining District is an overlay added to sites 
with non-residential base zoning to allow for housing to be built on sites containing or adjacent to 
jobs.” This statement points out how incompatible the proposed WH zoning is for the two parcels in 
Glen Ellen, which are NOT in an urban area, are not near jobs, and are not near transit.  Nor is there 
land to develop additional jobs on the same site or within walking distance. Glen Ellen is a rural 
historic village, not an urban center, and it is not near any incorporated urban area. 
 

 Page ES-2:  The proposed rezoning of the Glen Ellen parcels is in conflict with Project Objective #6, 
which calls for new housing in urban areas near jobs, transit, and services. 

 
 Page ES-4, Alternative 3:  The two Glen Ellen parcels should be added to the list of sites removed 

from consideration in this alternative, based on all of the comments regarding environmental 
constraints and the EIR’s own findings of significant impacts. 

 
 Page 2-6, “All 59 Rezoning Sites are within General Plan-designated Urban Service Areas,  and near 

incorporated areas, within voter-approved Urban Growth Boundaries.”  This is incorrect – the GLE-1 
and GLE-2 parcels are not near incorporated areas nor are they near or within an Urban Growth 
Boundary.  This incorrect assumption leads to a flawed analysis. 

 
 Table 2-3, Proposed Land Use and Zoning Districts:  Why aren’t the two Glen Ellen parcels 

considered for R-2 zoning rather than the WH overlay?  Clearly the WH overlay is not appropriate, as 
pointed out in my earlier comments. WH zoning is for urban areas, with nearby jobs and transit, 
neither of which exist at these sites.  There is no explanation of why R-2 was not considered.  
Further, the WH zone requires a minimum development, which would more than triple the number 



4 
 

of existing units on the site, with limited roadway and access functions. Please consider a less 
intensive zone district for these two parcels in the Final EIR. 

 
 Table 2-4:  The number of existing allowable units at the Glen Ellen parcels is incorrect in the table.  

There are 4 or 5 existing units, which is a reasonable number for the site and its location.  
 

 Page 4-1: “Under the policy detailed in the Housing Element and allowed by SB 10, parcels that meet 
these criteria would be allowed to build a maximum of X du if they are between 10,000 square feet 
and 20,000 square feet in size, and a maximum of X du if they are above 20,000 square feet in size.” 
What are the X values? 

 
 Page 4-2, Cumulative: “CEQA analysis of cumulative impacts for a housing element is general in 

nature and considers cumulative development that could occur within the County to the extent it is 
reasonably foreseeable.”  Both the SDC Specific Plan and Hanna Center development are reasonably 
foreseeable projects and must be included in the cumulative impact analysis.  Since neither of these 
major developments are mentioned in the DEIR, it appears neither were considered.  The Hanna 
development has been in the works since 2004 and the County is well aware of it. The SDC Specific 
Plan process started in 2019-2020 and is now approved. 

 
 Aesthetics, Table 4.1-6: The table lists mitigation measures that don’t exist.  There are only two 

aesthetic mitigation measures. 
 

 Aesthetics, Impacts:  Significant visual impacts are identified for the Glen Ellen parcels but no 
realistic mitigation measures are identified.  Measure AES-1 calls for screening, but that is infeasible 
given the number of units that will be allowed and their proximity to public streets (Arnold Drive). 
Measures limiting building massing, staggered heights, building materials, and other design features 
should be included in the DEIR to partially reduce these significant impacts. 

 
 Aesthetics, page 4.1-54: “… development facilitated by the project cannot be made to comply with 

subjective design guidelines…” Please clarify what this means and why future development is 
exempt from design guidelines.  Also, who determines which guidelines are objective vs. subjective?  
This seems to dismiss all relevant County policies and provisions.  

 
 It is not clear if the WH zone district will still require architectural review, which is critical in a place 

like Glen Ellen where specific design guidelines and standards are in place. 
 

 Table 4.11-3, page 4.11-37: “This Program EIR analyzes potential transportation impacts of GLE-1 
and GLE-2 in Section 4.16, Transportation. Traffic congestion is not analyzed because it may not be 
considered a significant impact under CEQA.” This assumption and dismissal without analysis is 
erroneous.  While it is true that the transportation analysis is no longer required to address LOS, 
there is still a requirement, under CEQA, to assess the proposed project’s compliance with adopted 
land use policies.  The EIR fails to assess the project’s consistency with General Plan policy LU-20gg, 
which calls for consideration of traffic congestion. 

 
 Table 4.11-3, Policy Consistency, page 4.11-37:  There is no analysis of consistency with the Glen 

Ellen Development and Design Guidelines, which is required by CEQA. The table includes the 
following flawed statement: “The project does not propose development on these sites at this time 
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but rezoning to allow for medium-density residential development, and future projects would be 
allowed by-right and would not be subject to review under the Glen Ellen Development and Design 
Guidelines as discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, as only objective design standards would apply.” 
As a program EIR, under CEQA, development at these sites must be analyzed and compared to 
existing policies.  One cannot defer analysis to some point in the future, especially since future 
development will be exempt from CEQA.  The General Plan policies regarding Glen Ellen and the 
Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines cannot be merely dismissed.  The proposed rezoning 
will be in direct conflict with the guidelines and General Plan policies and this should be identified as 
a significant impact in the EIR.  Who determines whether policies are objective or subjective? The 
full implications of applying the WH zone district must be evaluated in light of the many policies in 
this document.  The proposed densification of the Glen Ellen parcels is clearly in conflict with 
existing policies and should be identified as a significant unavoidable impact. 

 
 Impact BIO-5, Heritage Trees:  The impact statement for BIO-5 does not state what the impact is, 

just references county policies.  Increasing the housing density on the two Glen Ellen parcels will 
require removal of several heritage trees.  This is a significant unavoidable impact because it would 
be inconsistent with the County heritage tree ordinance.  There is no way to avoid heritage tree 
removal under the densification of the parcels.  There simply is not space. The DEIR defers analysis 
of heritage tree removal to individual projects, but individual projects will be exempt from CEQA. 
 

 Cultural resources, page 4.5-11 – “Although there are no known historical resources on the Potential 
Sites, 35 of the sites contain buildings and/or structures that are over 45 years of age and may not 
have been evaluated previously for historical resources eligibility (Table 4.5-1 above).”  I believe the 
historic structure on GLE-1 has been documented.  It may be the oldest commercial structure in 
downtown Glen Ellen.  This resource and its historic setting would be significantly impacted by 
redevelopment of GLE-1 and -2 allowed by the WH zone district.  The EIR must address this historic 
resource in more detail.  With the rezoning, there is no possible way to protect this resource. 

 
 Land use section (and elsewhere) - There is no real analysis of the appropriateness of applying the 

Workforce Housing (WH) zone district to Glen Ellen’s two-block long village.  I am in full support of 
housing, especially affordable housing, but housing must be placed in an appropriate location that 
meets the needs of residents and does not further contribute to sprawl and associated 
impacts.  There are county policies regarding city-centered growth, to discourage sprawl, reduce 
vehicle trips, and ensure that new residents have adequate access to services and jobs.  The WH 
zone was intended for urban areas where jobs are available.  Glen Ellen is not within an urban 
growth boundary, transit is all but non-existent, and there’s no job center. This significant impact 
must be disclosed in the EIR, as applying the WH zone is inconsistent with the zone district’s stated 
intent and inconsistent with other land use policies. Applying this zone in the village of Glen Ellen 
completely ignores the many policies in place to ensure good planning and protect land use 
integrity.   

 
 Land use section – The Draft EIR fails to address the following policies.  The WH ordinance requires 

that: 
“(d) The proposed rezoning is consistent with the overall goals, objectives, policies, and 
programs of the General Plan and any applicable Area or Specific Plans as amended from time to 
time.”  
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This zone district is not consistent with the General Plan provisions for Glen Ellen. Sonoma County 
General Plan Policy 20i requires that new uses in the Glen Ellen area meet the following criteria: 

1. The size, scale, and intensity of the use is consistent and compatible with the character of the 
local community, 

2. Capacities of public services are adequate to accommodate the use and maintain an acceptable 
level of service, 

3. Design and siting are compatible with the scenic qualities and local area development guidelines 
of the local area.  

There are clear inconsistencies with bullets 1 and 3 above, as the zone district is not compatible with 
the local community, nor is it compatible with the scenic qualities or local development guidelines. 

 
 Land use section, page 4.11-43 - “Cumulative development, listed in Table 3-1 in Section 3, 

Environmental Setting, would be required to meet current applicable design standards and would 
undergo environmental review, including consideration of whether the projects would physically 
divide an established community.”  This is completely inadequate.  The whole purpose of conducting 
a cumulative impact analysis is to determine whether other projects would create substantial 
impacts and whether the proposed rezoning would substantially contribute to those cumulative 
impacts.  The EIR cannot postpone this analysis to some future time. 
 

 Land Use: The density (22 homes plus ADUs plus density bonuses) would result in buildings with 
such a large mass and lot coverage that it would be completely out of scale and dramatically change 
the small village. There is no feasible mitigation for this impact. A previous proposal for the Glen 
Ellen parcels (for 15 units) was rejected by the Design Review Board because of the mass and scale 
issue.  It’s not possible to fit 22 homes onto the property without creating significant impacts. 
Furthermore, the WH zone district requires a minimum development density, which would be 16 
units on the Glen Ellen site (composed of the 2 parcels).  Therefore, the property owner couldn’t 
redevelop with fewer units than that. There is no place in downtown Glen Ellen where housing 
density is the same as density allowed by the WH zone.  For a larger urban area, the change would 
not be that significant.  However, for the small Glen Ellen village, it represents a substantial increase 
in density. This is further exacerbated by the fact that the property across the street has already 
been redeveloped with 8 residential units and two more ADUs - a substantial change to the village.   
 

 The DEIR states that design review approval will still be required for all multi-family or mixed-use 
housing development of more than three units. Design review is limited to building and site design, 
architecture, colors, lighting, signs, landscaping and other design-related issues, not consideration 
of density and intensity of development and associated impacts.  Once the rezoning is approved, 
properties may move forward with ministerial permits for increased housing. As part of the EIR, the 
County needs to address how future redevelopment allowed by the WH zone complies with General 
Plan policies/guidelines to protect Glen Ellen’s semi-rural character.   
 

 It appears that the Glen Ellen properties were included in the rezoning merely because the property 
owner had already applied for the WH zone. There is no evidence of an independent analysis of the 
appropriateness of this zone district for this site. 
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 Project Alternatives - Despite previous requests (in comments on the Rezoning for Housing DEIR) to 
look at alternative zone districts for the Glen Ellen parcels that would still increase the amount of 
housing but be more consistent with the existing surrounding land uses, the EIR does not consider 
other zone districts.  This could be corrected in the Final EIR, as a means to reduce impacts related 
to traffic, aesthetics, land use inconsistencies, historic resources, and fire risk. 
 

 Growth Inducement – Applying the Workforce Housing Combining Zone in an area outside of an 
Urban Growth Boundary will set a significant growth-inducing precedent for future projects in 
downtown Glen Ellen.  This impact has not been evaluated in the Draft EIR. 

 
With the devastating loss of established neighborhoods during the 2017 fires, it is more 
important than ever to not overtax our rural infrastructure and resources. It is not 
understandable why the County would pursue rezoning this developed site in light of valid 
concerns expressed by the community. Please do not do any further damage to this rural area by 
upzoning these parcels.  Tripling or quadrupling the number of housing units on this site will only add to 
the significant impacts caused by implementation of the SDC Specific Plan.   

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or would like to discuss my comments. 

 

Regards, 

 

Vicki A. Hill, MPA 

Environmental Land Use Planner 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
PREVIOUS COMMENT LETTER ON REZONING SITES FOR HOUSING DEIR  

 
 
Vicki A. Hill, MPA 
Environmental Planning   

 
3028 Warm Springs Road 

Glen Ellen, CA  95442 
  (707) 935-9496 

Email:  vicki_hill@comcast.net 
June 17, 2021 

DELIVERED VIA EMAIL 
Please distribute copies of this letter to all concerned County staff members. 

RE:  Comments on Sonoma County “Rezoning Sites for Housing Project” Draft EIR, regarding 
Glen Ellen parcels, # 054-290-057 and # 054-290-084 (GLE-1 and GLE-2) 

Dear PRMD Staff: 

This letter contains comments regarding the Draft EIR for the Sonoma County proposed 
Rezoning Sites for Housing Project, specifically regarding the two properties in Glen Ellen at the 
corner of Carquinez and Arnold Drive (parcels GLE-1 and GLE-2 on the County rezone map).  As 
a professional land use planner and CEQA specialist, I have reviewed the above referenced 
Draft EIR and have determined that there are numerous inaccuracies and inadequate or missing 
analyses. My comments address: 1) absence of analysis of the appropriateness of applying the 
Workforce Housing Zone district; 2) infeasible mitigation measures; 3) inadequate land use 
policy analysis; 4) inadequate cumulative impact analysis; 5) insufficient analysis of significant 
environmental and land use policy impacts; and 6) lack of consideration of alternatives.   

In my professional opinion, the proposal for these two parcels in Glen Ellen involves 
inappropriate and precedent-setting rezoning to a potential high-density zone district, which 
is out of scale and has the potential to result in significant adverse impacts on the small 
village of Glen Ellen.  

Based on previous comments and comments presented below, I hereby request that the 
County remove the two Glen Ellen parcels from rezoning consideration, given potential 
environmental effects, other housing being developed, and the large amount of housing that 
will be included in the SDC Specific Plan less than a mile away. 
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Specific Comments on Draft EIR 

 Page ES-1 – “Potential Sites are within Urban Growth Boundaries, near incorporated areas located in 
Geyserville, Guerneville, Larkfield, Forestville, Graton, Santa Rosa, Glen Ellen, Agua Caliente, 
Penngrove, Petaluma, and Sonoma.”  This statement is incorrect and misleading.  Glen Ellen is not 
within an urban growth boundary and it’s unlikely that sites in some of the other small 
unincorporated towns are within urban growth boundaries. Furthermore, Glen Ellen is not near an 
incorporated area.  This points out the misunderstanding that somehow Glen Ellen is an urban area 
suitable for workforce housing. 
 

 Page 2-1 – “All Potential Sites are within General Plan-designated Urban Service Areas, and near 
incorporated areas, within voter-approved Urban Growth Boundaries.”  As commented above, this 
statement is incorrect and misleading, making the reader think that Glen Ellen is near an 
incorporated area and within an Urban Growth Boundary.  This incorrect assumption provides the 
basis for an incomplete and inaccurate analysis of land use policy consistency issues. 

 
 Page 2-18, Criteria for including sites in the proposed rezoning: “In addition to these criteria, the 

General Plan sets forth additional criteria to be used in considering which sites to rezone for housing 
(Housing Element Policy HE-2f and Programs 11 and 20). These factors include proximity to jobs, 
transit, services, and schools.” Clearly the GLE-1 and -2 parcels are not consistent with this General 
Plan policy because they are not in close proximity to jobs, transit, or services. 

 
 Aesthetics, page 4.1-59, Impact AES-3: “INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS IMPLEMENTED ON POTENTIAL SITES 

HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO ADVERSELY AFFECT PUBLIC VIEWS AND COMMUNITY AESTHETIC 
CHARACTER. IN URBANIZED AREAS, THE PROJECT WOULD CONFLICT WITH REGULATIONS THAT 
GOVERN DEVELOPMENT DESIGN STANDARDS. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH 
MITIGATION MEASURES INCORPORATED.”  The mitigation measures listed in the Draft EIR are either 
infeasible or would not reduce impacts to a level that is less than significant. Mitigation measure 
AES-1, Project Design Constraints, and AES-2, Structure Envelope Constraints, are not feasible 
because of the small parcel size, existing historic resources, and Workforce Housing zone minimum 
development requirements (16 units minimum). The property would have to be cleared of all 
vegetation, including large trees, which would render the site an eyesore and incompatible with the 
community character.  There is no feasible way to develop a project of this density without 
significantly impacting community aesthetic character or conflicting with the Glen Ellen 
Development and Design Guidelines. The mass, scale, and building coverage required to meet the 
density requirements would not be flexible enough to be modified in such a way as to incorporate 
the siting and design features outlined in these mitigation measures. 
 

 Cultural resources, page 4.5-11 – “Although there are no known historical resources on the Potential 
Sites, 35 of the sites contain buildings and/or structures that are over 45 years of age and may not 
have been evaluated previously for historical resources eligibility (Table 4.5-1 above).”  I believe the 
historic structure on GLE-1 has been documented.  It may be the oldest commercial structure in 
downtown Glen Ellen.  This resource and its historic setting would be significantly impacted by 
redevelopment of GLE-1 and -2 allowed by the WH zone district.   

 
 Hazards, page 4.9-12 – “Impact HAZ-4 - DEVELOPMENT FACILITATED BY THE PROJECT WOULD NOT 

RESULT IN ANY PHYSICAL CHANGES THAT COULD INTERFERE WITH OR IMPAIR EMERGENCY 
RESPONSE OR EVACUATION. THEREFORE, THE PROJECT WOULD NOT RESULT IN INTERFERENCE 



10 
 

WITH THESE TYPES OF ADOPTED PLANS. IMPACTS WOULD BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT.”  This finding 
that the impact is less than significant is flawed.  The proposed rezoning will result in an increased 
number of people and vehicles in high fire hazard areas, which will impede emergency response in 
the event of a catastrophe such as wildfire.  During recent fire evacuations, Arnold Drive and 
Highway 12 were severely impacted by Oakmont, Kenwood, and Glen Ellen residents fleeing the fire.  
People sat in their cars for hours, waiting to get out.  Increasing housing density in these high-risk 
areas will exacerbate the emergency response impact. 

 
 Land use section (and elsewhere) - There is no real analysis of the appropriateness of applying the 

Workforce Housing (WH) zone district to Glen Ellen’s 2 block long village.  I am in full support of 
housing, especially affordable housing, but housing must be placed in an appropriate location that 
meets the needs of residents and does not further contribute to sprawl and associated 
impacts.  There are county policies regarding city-centered growth, to discourage sprawl, reduce 
vehicle trips, and ensure that new residents have adequate access to services and jobs.  The WH 
zone was intended for urban areas where jobs are available.  Glen Ellen is not within an urban 
growth boundary, transit is all but non-existent, and there’s no job center. This significant impact 
must be disclosed in the EIR, as applying the WH zone is inconsistent with the zone district’s stated 
intent and inconsistent with other land use policies. Applying this zone in the village of Glen Ellen 
completely ignores the many policies in place to ensure good planning and protect land use 
integrity.   

 
 Land use section 4.11, setting subsection – In the setting section, there is no description of the Glen 

Ellen Development and Design Guidelines other than a passing reference in one of the General Plan 
policies.  This important land use document should be described, with a clear presentation of its 
purpose and intent.   

 
 Land use section 4.11, impacts subsection - The Draft EIR fails to address consistency with the Glen 

Ellen Development and Design Guidelines in the impacts section.  This consistency analysis is 
required by CEQA.  It cannot be postponed until a specific project is proposed for the site.  The full 
implications of applying the WH zone district must be evaluated in light of the many policies in this 
document.  The proposed densification of the Glen Ellen parcels is clearly in conflict with the Glen 
Ellen Development and Design Guidelines and should be identified as a significant unavoidable 
impact. 

 
 Land use section, page 4.11-38 – One of the considerations, as outlined in General Plan policy LU-

20gg, requires evaluation of “the compatibility of rural development with protection of agriculture, 
scenic landscapes, and resources.”  The Draft EIR fails to analyze consistency with this provision.  
Instead, the Draft EIR states: “The project does not propose development on these sites at this time 
but rezoning to allow for medium-density residential development. Future projects on these sites 
would be required to comply with the County Code and Glen Ellen Development and Design 
Guidelines, and compliance would be evaluated by the County during the project application and 
approval process.”  This statement represents postponing the analysis to a later time, which is not 
adequate under CEQA.  There will be no subsequent discretionary analysis, as future projects will be 
ministerial and exempt from CEQA, according to the Draft EIR. No public decisionmaker hearing 
would be required and the public would have no real opportunity to weigh in on property 
proposals.  Given the density allowed/required, one cannot assume that future projects will comply 
with General Plan policies and the Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines. The consistency 
analysis needs to be conducted for the current EIR, not delayed.  The EIR must evaluate the full 
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buildout potential (including density bonuses, ADUs, etc.) that the Workforce Housing zone district 
will allow. The EIR needs to address how this buildout under the WH zone does or does not comply 
with specific growth policies and policies/guidelines to protect Glen Ellen’s semi-rural character.  
The aesthetics analysis states that impacts are significant, but mitigable.  As I described above, these 
mitigation measures are not feasible for the Glen Ellen parcels due to location, density, etc.  
Therefore, this land use conflict is a significant unavoidable impact. 
 

 Land use section – The Draft EIR fails to address the following policies.  The WH ordinance requires 
that: 

“(d) The proposed rezoning is consistent with the overall goals, objectives, policies, and 
programs of the General Plan and any applicable Area or Specific Plans as amended from time to 
time.”  

This zone district is not consistent with the General Plan provisions for Glen Ellen. Sonoma County 
General Plan Policy 20i requires that new uses in the Glen Ellen area meet the following criteria: 

4. The size, scale, and intensity of the use is consistent and compatible with the character of the 
local community, 

5. Capacities of public services are adequate to accommodate the use and maintain an acceptable 
level of service, 

6. Design and siting are compatible with the scenic qualities and local area development guidelines 
of the local area.  

There are clear inconsistencies with bullets 1 and 3 above, as the zone district is not compatible with 
the local community, nor is it compatible with the scenic qualities or local development guidelines. 

 
 Land use section, page 4.11-43 - “Cumulative development, listed in Table 3-1 in Section 3, 

Environmental Setting, would be required to meet current applicable design standards and would 
undergo environmental review, including consideration of whether the projects would physically 
divide an established community.”  This is completely inadequate.  The whole purpose of conducting 
a cumulative impact analysis is to determine whether other projects would create substantial 
impacts and whether the proposed rezoning would substantially contribute to those cumulative 
impacts.  The EIR cannot postpone this analysis to some future time. 

 
 Land use policy consistency analysis – In addition to inconsistencies with growth policies and the 

intent/purpose of the zone district, the very nature of the WH district is clearly in direct conflict with 
General Plan polices and the local Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines regarding density, 
mass, and scale.  At a density of 24 units per acre, the proposed Workforce Housing would allow 22 
units on the Glen Ellen property that is just under one acre (0.85 acre), representing a substantially 
increased density. The WH Combining Zone also provides for additional density allowed under the 
County’s density bonus programs for affordable units.  

 
The WH zone would quadruple the existing onsite density of 5 units. This density is not consistent 
with the limited roadway network and fire risk.  Please note that over 180 homes in Glen Ellen 
burned in the 2017 fires; the only reason the village was spared was because of some brave local 
volunteers. 
 
The density would result in buildings with such a large mass and lot coverage that it would be 
completely out of scale and dramatically change the small village. There is no feasible mitigation for 
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this impact. A previous proposal for the Glen Ellen parcels (for 15 units) was rejected by the Design 
Review Board because of the mass and scale issue.  It’s not possible to fit 22 homes onto the 
property without creating significant impacts. Furthermore, the WH zone district requires a 
minimum development density, which would be 16 units on the Glen Ellen site (composed of the 2 
parcels).  Therefore, the property owner couldn’t redevelop with fewer units than that. There is no 
place in downtown Glen Ellen where housing density is close to density allowed by the WH 
zone.  For a larger urban area, the change would not be that significant.  However, for the small Glen 
Ellen village, it represents a substantial increase in density. This is further exacerbated by the fact 
that the property across the street has already been redeveloped with 8 residential units and two 
more ADUs are now proposed there - a major change to the downtown.   

 
Rather than conducting this important policy consistency analysis now, the EIR assumes that future 
projects will comply with policies.  However, as noted above, future projects will be ministerial with 
no CEQA required so there will be very little review.  The Draft EIR states that design review 
approval will still be required for all multi-family or mixed-use housing development of more than 
three units. Design review is limited to building and site design, architecture, colors, lighting, signs, 
landscaping and other design-related issues, not consideration of density and intensity of 
development and associated impacts.  Once the rezoning is approved, properties may move 
forward with ministerial permits for increased housing. As part of the EIR, the County needs to 
address how future redevelopment allowed by the WH zone complies with policies/guidelines to 
protect Glen Ellen’s semi-rural character.   
 

 It appears that the Glen Ellen properties were included in the rezoning merely because the property 
owner had already applied for the WH zone. There is no evidence of an independent analysis of the 
appropriateness of this zone district for this site. 
 

 Project Alternatives - Despite requests in my scoping comments to look at alternative zone districts 
for the Glen Ellen parcels that would still increase the amount of housing but be more consistent 
with the existing surrounding land uses, the EIR does not consider other zone districts.  This could be 
corrected in the Final EIR, as a means to reduce impacts related to traffic, aesthetics, land use 
inconsistencies, historic resources, and fire risk. 
 

 Cumulative Impact Analysis - The cumulative impact analysis is inadequate, especially given the 
planned redevelopment of the Sonoma Developmental Center, which is required by State law to 
have a substantial housing component. Again, the County is postponing analysis that should be 
conducted now.  
 

 Growth Inducement – Applying the Workforce Housing Combining Zone in an area outside of an 
Urban Growth Boundary will set a significant growth-inducing precedent for future projects in 
downtown Glen Ellen.  This impact has not been evaluated in the Draft EIR. 

 
 History of concerns regarding GLE-1 and -2 - Over the past several years, the GLE-1 and -2 

property owner has attempted to redevelop the property at a higher density than is 
currently allowed.  Dozens of community members submitted comments opposing the 
increased density on the site, referencing serious environmental concerns.  It does not 
appear that these previous comments were considered when the County chose to include 
these parcels in the rezoning proposal nor were they considered when preparing the EIR.  
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My scoping comments requested inclusion of all of the previous comments, as well as 
comments made to the SVCAC in March 2019 regarding this property. 

 
While this proposal may appear nonthreatening to those who are unfamiliar with Glen Ellen, 
the rezone site represents a large part of the downtown core (which is only two blocks long) 
and will dramatically change our village.  It is disheartening to see a proposal that is clearly 
inconsistent with the intent of the Glen Ellen policies established in the General Plan and 
Glen Ellen Development and Design Guidelines.   With the devastating loss of established 
neighborhoods during the 2017 fires, it is more important than ever to not overtax our rural 
infrastructure and to protect the small town feel that the community values so much. It is not 
understandable why the County would pursue rezoning this developed site in light of valid 
concerns expressed by the community. 

 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or would like to discuss my comments. 

 

Regards, 

 

Vicki A. Hill, MPA 

 

 

 

 

 



From: Woody Scal
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Public Comment July 13 Hearing, Agenda Item 1
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 4:34:45 PM

EXTERNAL

I am a 20 year resident of Carriger Road in Sonoma and a member of the
neighborhood group Preserve Carriger. I am writing to voice my concerns and
register my opposition to the following components of the Housing Element
Update package:

1. Adoption of the Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle
(2023-2031) and repeal of existing 2014 Housing Element (General Plan
Amendment)

2. Amendments to the General Plan land use designations on up to 43
parcels (Amendments to General Plan Land Use Map)

3. Amendments to zoning on up to 55 sites to allow increased residential
development

4. Amendments to text of Sonoma County Code Chapter 26 (Zoning Code)
making limited technical corrections needed at adoption of the 6th Cycle
Housing Element

In particular, I object to the inclusion of the Hanna parcel in the Housing
Element because that issue was never properly presented to the public and
has not been fully vetted.  Specifically:

In Paragraph 2.6.3, the Housing Element Update Draft EIR mentions 79
sites in Sonoma County that would satisfy the state imposed RHNA. 
Four of the 79 sites in the Housing Element Update Draft EIR are in the
area called Agua Caliente.  None of the four are the Hanna site.  I have
been unable to identify any mention of the Hanna site or project in the
Draft EIR.
The Housing Element Review Draft (December 2022) also does not
mention the Hanna site or project and states that Area 9 (Sonoma Valley)
has a total Realistic Unit Capacity of 280 units.
It is completely unfair to place the majority of the RHNA burden on
Sonoma Valley, forever altering life for residents there.  Hanna
represents 668 of the 1,253 or 52.9% of the County "Pipeline."  Sonoma
Valley Projects including Hanna represent 868 or 68.7% of the Pipeline. 
While this might be the most expedient resolution for the Planning
Commission and the Board of Supervisors, it is unfair to the residents of
the entire County.

Sonoma Valley has insufficient infrastructure, jobs and services to
accommodate the many thousands of residents contemplated in the current
Housing Element.  Neither the existing residents – nor the potential additional
residents – will be served by the Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element

mailto:woodyscal@gmail.com
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Cycle.  Nearly all of those new residents will have to drive long distances to get
to their jobs and services.

In addition, the overwhelming majority of the roads in Sonoma Valley are two-
lane roads, presenting significant evacuation concerns. The Hanna site is
literally across the street from Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, making
evacuations even more difficult and dangerous.  Seniors are the highest risk-
group during fire evacuation, yet the Hanna site is being considered for a
senior living facility.

There is extremely limited public transportation to the Hanna site.

Adoption of the proposed Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle
at this time is premature, at best.  The Planning Commission owes a duty to
the residents of Sonoma County to consider this issue further before making
any recommendations to the Board of Supervisors.

Thank you for your careful consideration of this matter.

Edward Scal

Mobile: 415-637-4672

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: Bix Weir
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: I would like to submit the latest Cal Fire Severity Zone map into the record for tonight"s meeting
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2023 7:52:17 AM

EXTERNAL

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Scott Orr
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: FW: Support for July 2023 Housing Element and FEIR
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2023 8:05:27 AM

 
 
Scott
 

From: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 8:42 PM
To: Scott Orr <Scott.Orr@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Fw: Support for July 2023 Housing Element and FEIR
 
fyi

From: DAN NORTHERN <dsnorthern@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 6:20 PM
To: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org>; Caitlin Cornwall <Caitlin.Cornwall@sonoma-county.org>; Evan Wiig <Evan.Wiig@sonoma-county.org>; Larry Reed <Larry.Reed@sonoma-county.org>; Pat Gilardi <Pat.Gilardi@sonoma-county.org>; Jacquelynne Ocana <Jacquelynne.Ocana@sonoma-county.org>; Kevin Deas <Kevin.Deas@sonoma-county.org>; Shaun McCaffery <Shaun.McCaffery@sonoma-county.org>; Eric Koenigshofer <Eric.Koenigshofer@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Support for July 2023 Housing Element and FEIR
 

EXTERNAL

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.

--------

FROM: Sandra Farkas, 68L5 Giusti Rd. , ForestTille, CA 

For submission to the Sonoma County Planning Commission public hearing 
taking place July 13, 2023. 

SUBJECT: Possible rezoning or FOR-2 6898 Nolan Road APN 083-120-o62 

from existing UR2 (2 dwelling units per acre) 
to proposed UR20 (20 n " " " ) 

I am relieTed !or the time being to learn o! the latest draft to reduce the 
number or proposed new housing units from 635 to approx. 161, and the 
proposed increase in population from 1652 to approx. L02. 

'lhis ia an improTement and less drastic, and as such, at this ti..tre 
I support, albeit with resenations, approTal o! the July 2023 Draft of the 
Housing Element and Final EIR as written by Planning Commission. 

HoweTer, I would like to at the same time communicate that, going forward, 
I would urge no change in the current zoning of UR2 !or FOR-2 parcel. 
When I bought my property on Giusti Rd. 35 years ago in this UR2 zone, 
I neTer anticipated that FOR-2 could be arbitrarily rezoned in a way 
that would drastically affect the quality o~ liTing on adjacent properties 
as well as cause significant decline in property Talues. 

In closing, I wish to express my appreciation and thanks to Commission staff 
and SuperTisor Hopkins for their diligent efforts to address the concerns of 
residents in this matter, as unfolded at the ForestTille Town Hall meeting 
on April 20, 2023, and thereafter. 
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From: Scott Orr
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: FW: sonoma county housing
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2023 8:04:56 AM

 
 
Scott
 

From: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 2:44 PM
To: Scott Orr <Scott.Orr@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Fw: sonoma county housing
 
fyi

From: Jacqueline Keywood <jkeywood@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 2:00 PM
To: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: re: sonoma county housing
 

EXTERNAL

Please approve the July 2023 Draft of the Housing
Element and Final EIR as written by Staff including the
removal of the For-1, For-5 and For-6 sites. 
Thank you.
Jacqueline Keywood
707-481-1139
 
"It is only in the heart that one can see rightly, what is essential is invisible to the eye".
 
 
Antoine de-Sainte Exupery, from The Little Prince
 

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Scott Orr
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: FW: July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element and Final EIR
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2023 8:05:02 AM

 
 
Scott
 

From: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 2:45 PM
To: Scott Orr <Scott.Orr@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Fw: July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element and Final EIR
 
fyi

From: Kon Zaharoff <konzaharoff@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 11, 2023 8:57 AM
To: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org>; Caitlin Cornwall <Caitlin.Cornwall@sonoma-
county.org>; Larry Reed <Larry.Reed@sonoma-county.org>; Pat Gilardi <Pat.Gilardi@sonoma-
county.org>; Evan Wiig <Evan.Wiig@sonoma-county.org>; Jacquelynne Ocana
<Jacquelynne.Ocana@sonoma-county.org>; Kevin Deas <Kevin.Deas@sonoma-county.org>; Shaun
McCaffery <Shaun.McCaffery@sonoma-county.org>; Eric Koenigshofer
<Eric.Koenigshofer@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element and Final EIR
 

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commissioners,
 
 
 
I am a resident of Forestville and have reviewed the subject documents. The changes
and improvements made are consistent with the majority of comments made by
county residents. Therefore we find the subject draft acceptable for advancement for
your and our County Supervisors’ consideration.   
 
 
 
Please approve the July 2023 Draft of the Housing Element and Final EIR as written
by Staff including the removal of the FOR-2, FOR-5 and FOR-6 sites.
 
 
 
Your truly,
Konstantin Zaharoff
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6875 Nolan Rd
Forestville, CA 95436
 

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: Stephen Kyle
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Hanna project
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2023 6:21:12 AM

EXTERNAL

DO NOT GIVE THE HANNA PROJECT A GREEN LIGHT.

There needs to be a lot more work done on how your actions today will change Sonoma FOREVER.

Since you sit at the pleasure of the people of Sonoma, LISTEN TO WHAT WE ARE SAVING and not the
promoters and developers.

Thank you,

Stephen Kyle

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Adelle K.
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Plans for new housing near Graton
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2023 7:56:03 AM

EXTERNAL

To Whom it May Concern:

I just was made aware of the 2 high density housing projects proposed near Graton. I live in
this area and it is a very low water district. A marijuana grow was also just approved off Green
Valley Road, which is where my husband and I live. We are limited in drilling any new wells
at the same time developments are being planned that could seriously impact the water
available to wells in my area. I think you should limit housing to cities where water is
provided and there will be no impact on the groundwater.

Thank you
Adelle Kohl and Timothy J. Smith MD

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: Davida Brookfield
To: PlanningAgency
Cc: Lynda Hopkins; PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Planning Commission to Consider Sonoma County Housing Element 7/13/23 (COMMENT) EIR FOR-4
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 5:29:34 PM

EXTERNAL

Corey and Davida Brookfield
6000 Travis Road
Forestville, Ca 95436
EIR FOR-4 comments

Hello!
Our property is located at 6000 Travis Road, it shares the eastern border of 6325 Van Keppel
Rd, referred to in the EIR
impact report as zone FOR-4 and is the general topic of this email.

We have lived next door to this property for 61 years. FOR-4 6325 Van Keppel is the top one-
third portion of two former properties, one 6 acres and the other approx. 4 acres.
The bottom two thirds of those sites were sold to the Forestville Elementary School and later
became the soccer field and Multipurpose building and student drop off area. Before the
soccer field was developed in the 70's there was a creek that ran from Van Keppel Road area
through the school, below the Electro Vector property and then under a wooden bridge. This
area is now the bus and student drop off. This creek now flows to a large underground tile
which then runs under Sonoma-Cutrer's vineyard property and then to the Hwy 116 under
crossing.

I/we bring this to your attention because this creek and the associated 6325 Property (FOR-4)
have historically been a wildlife corridor. It has allowed a wildlife path from Anderson Road,
Orchard Lane, Van Keppel area and also from the higher areas of the old Travis Ranch (now
Sonoma-Cutrer Vineyard).

From the 6325 Van Keppel (FOR-4) property over a period of 61 years I/We have witnessed
the following animals that will be listed at the end of email; who visit; reproduce and live both
on that property, my property and many of the neighboring properties. We keep 4.5 of our 6
acres in a natural state to benefit animals, birds etc. because they have been continually pushed
out of their environment by both increased building and vineyard development.

There is a natural microclimate that exists which follows these old creeks and drainages. It
gets fog when other areas are clear and there is a noticeable 5 degree average temp in this area
crossing our property. It gets more frost and stays green longer than surrounding areas. We
feel this is why wildlife flourishes here. There are less and less pieces of flat land left with
grasses, trees and natural vegetation. We are very mindful of fire danger and we rotate pasture
areas that we keep mowed, allowing for nesting birds in the spring and deer to bed down as
well. The 6325 property owner has also been equally environmentally conscious over time. It
is a huge effort and very expensive for all of us in the area, but I/we feel it is worth the time
and physical effort.

The 6325 (FOR-4) property, my property and others in the general area which are mostly in a
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natural state (referred to as "undeveloped" in the EIR documentation, provides an
environmental benefit, to help stem Global Warming, provide habitat and slow the runoff
during winter storms, reduce the number of flash floods closing Hwy 116 near Packing House
Road. These floods have steadily increased over the years due to loss of open "undeveloped"
land. The 6325 property (FOR-4) and my property border one half the Elementary School
which in my opinion is a benefit to protecting an otherwise open campus from trespassers and
random strangers. On a few occasions we have alerted the school regarding undesirable
visitors and potential vandalism.

Currently it is very dark in our area. Wildlife needs the dark for their protection. Wildlife
follow's creeks overgrown areas, bramble patches and tree lines. They don't like paved parking
areas, security lighting or traffic.

I/We are not against growth in Forestville, we just feel there is a better way to handle it other
than High Density Buildings that were designed for a completely different housing
environment. I/we won't go into all the reasons this makes poor sense plus I am sure other
Forestville Residents have already done so. WE encourage you all to consider the wildlife that
lives here, and the unintended effect it will evidently have on their future survival .

These are my observations garnered over the last 61 years in the hopes it aids you all to make
a sensible decision about FOR-4 and how it will also impact the local Forestville area as well.

It would break my/our hearts to see FOR-4 (6325 Van Keppel Rd) lost to high density housing
and remove one of the remaining paths for local wildlife to live, reproduce, and maintain their
presence here in the Forestville Area. We can move away if we so desire but the wildlife and
environment are in all your hands .

Below is a list of wildlife over the years for FOR-4 and other bordering properties:

It provides a home and corridor for the following:

Coyote (visit)
Bobcats (visit reproduce)
skunks (live and reproduce)
foxes (live and or reproduce)
cottontail rabbits (live and reproduce)
Deer (visit reproduce live)
possum
Racoons
wood rats
hawks
owls and other raptors like redtail hawks
red shoulder hawks
Kites
Coopers Hawks
Geese (Visit)
Blue Heron (Visit)*
Great White egret (visit)*
Great Horned owls (hunt nightly)
ducks (visit wet years only)*



a multitude of songbirds, quail, pheasant
Insects including pollinating bees, ladybugs and beetles

*6000 Travis road recieved 45.91 inches of rain since Jan 1st 2023

Thank you for your consideration and allowing us to comment on these concerns,

Sincerely,
Corey and Davida Brookfield

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: Debbie Walhof
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: hicks road
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2023 9:17:58 AM

EXTERNAL

To Whom it may concern

I understand the need for affordable housing.

It is important not to create problems by trying to solve problems.

Small parcels in the unincorporated areas of Sebastopol do NOT have the infrastructure to
support different zoning that increases the population.
The roads, sewage etc. Wells are already dry. We are all on wells, and are roads are
crumbling.

If you want to make a change perhaps permitting tiny homes that homeowners in this area can
rent out on their property at a lower than market rent.

I implore you to be thoughtful and not destroy or compound problems in order to be compliant
with a decision that does not take city design and sustainability into account.

respectfully
Debra Walhof
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From: Diane Martin
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Guerneville 83 units
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 8:38:27 PM

EXTERNAL

To Whom It May Concern re the proposed 83 units in Guerneville:

It can’t concern you nearly as much as it does me, because I live right next to where those 83 units are proposed and
are you aware we are having a hard time getting fire insurance in this area already? Apparently the insurance
industry is more worried about Guernevillians than you are.

Guerneville is a small town built in the hills and trees of a riparian valley and my house, as are many, is less than 3
miles from wild forest. This puts us at extreme risk for wildfires, which have caused us to be evacuated twice in the
recent past. The last time we evacuated, the fire was as close as two miles from where you want to build these units
and I can tell you that 83 (or more) extra vehicles on that road will mean none of us get out in any necessary hurry.

Traffic was backed up until past Forestville, last time. We could have been killed then if the fire had been in a hurry.
The casualties would be worse than any we have seen so far. And guess what—we have to evacuate in the case of
floods, also, and in that case, Armstrong Woods Road is flooded and the only way out is over Rio Nido road which
only works until Rio Nido is flooded, and Sweetwater Springs road, which had buckled the last time my son tried to
escape that way. No way can these one lane roads handle the traffic already here, let alone 83 more vehicles having
to escape the neighborhood.

These risks are not going to go away, they are projected to get worse in the future.

 People need homes desperately, but not homes that may condemn them to death.

Guerneville has only low paying seasonal employment, limited shopping, limited public transportation, limited
health services, limited infrastructure (think water, sewage), and is incredibly environmentally sensitive.

Take these 83 units somewhere else and believe me, this is not NIMBY. I am worried for my safety and that of
everyone else.

Thank you.

Diane Martin
16393 Melody Lane
Guerneville, CA 95446
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From: Patty Moore
To: PermitSonoma-Housing; kim@sonomavalleycollaborative.org
Subject: Support for Sonoma Valley Collaborative recommendations
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 6:28:57 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Permit Sonoma staff and consultants to the Housing Element,

As a business owner and home owner in Sonoma Valley, I strongly support the following
public recommendations made by Sonoma Valley Collaborative:

There are many good proposed actions in the Draft, but as a whole it is not strong enough or
innovative enough to respond to the crushing housing affordability crisis we face in Sonoma
County. We need a Housing Element that courageously tackles the evidence of this crisis:
Permit Sonoma’s own public engagement, the census, the Portrait of Sonoma County, the
cascading closures of local businesses, and the heart-breaking housing struggles related by
residents. 

Facing the demographic evidence of Sonoma County losing so many of the people who make
our County thrive, it’s clear we need a Housing Element that forcefully changes our course.
The Draft is not there yet. HCD also asks the County to “go beyond status quo.”

Most importantly, the Draft omits an entire category of proven housing policies that help keep
renters in their homes. We agree with Table 2 in the Draft, that “Displacement of residents due
to economic pressures” is the highest priority factor that contributes to Sonoma County’s fair
housing issues. But Program 5, supposedly designed to prevent displacement, is inadequate.
Its emphasis on housing production is misguided. Sonoma County can’t rely solely on housing
production, on meeting the RHNA, to stop our hemorrhaging losses of workers, families,
seniors, and so many others. We must also protect people from losing their existing affordable
homes, after which many leave the County.

Program 5: Displacement Avoidance
Sonoma Valley Collaborative asks that these policies be added to Program 5 or elsewhere:
rent stabilization (not rent control or a rent cap), which limits rent increases to a percentage of
inflation
just-cause eviction policy, which protects tenants from being evicted unless there’s a specific
justification, such as nonpayment of rent.
a rental registry, so that Sonoma County can track affordability, displacement, habitability,
evictions, and other trends
Rent stabilization and/or just-cause protections exist in over 30 California cities and counties
and have a track record of success. 

Program 8: Protect Residential Lands and Units 

Our members want faster, more vigorous action to reduce the number of vacation rentals and
empty homes. Having over 10% of homes be unavailable to residents is not acceptable. We
ask that the timeline in 8b for presenting policy options to the Board be accelerated to the end
of 2024, not 2025.
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Program 3: Protections for Mobile Home Parks
Mobile homes are a major source of unsubsidized affordable housing in Sonoma Valley and
county-wide. On July 11, the Board of Supervisors directed staff to prepare for a Board item to
amend the MHRSO on August 15, 2023. We ask that Action 3a be changed from “Continue to
implement” the existing ordinance (which allows an annual space rent increase of 100% of the
change in the Bay Area CPI, or 6%, whichever is less) to “Amend the Mobilehome Rent
Stabilization Ordinance to limit space rent increases to no more than 4%, or 70% of the
change in CPI (whichever is less).” The timeline for adopting the amendment should be mid-
2024.

Program 15: Review and Update Zoning Code and General Plan
We ask that you add an ordinance to Program 15 creating a senior housing overlay district that
would prevent designated senior mobilehome parks from being converted to all-ages parks.
This will protect affordable housing options for seniors in the County and stop erosion of
affordability of the existing senior parks. Many jurisdictions have senior housing overlay
district, including Yucaipa, San Juan Capistrano, Huntington Beach, Ventura County, City of
Ventura, and Santa Barbara.

Patty Bongiovanni
375 DeChene Ave
Sonoma CA 95476
707-815-7060 
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From: randy cook
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Cc: Sonoma Valley Collaborative
Subject: Support for Sonoma Valley Collaborative recommendations
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2023 9:49:33 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Permit Sonoma staff and consultants to the Housing Element,

I, Randy Cook, former Sonoma City Planning Commissioner, support the following
public comment made by Sonoma Valley Collaborative: There are many good
proposed actions in the Draft, but as a whole it is not strong enough or innovative
enough to respond to the crushing housing affordability crisis we face in Sonoma
County. We need a Housing Element that courageously tackles the evidence of this
crisis: Permit Sonoma’s own public engagement, the census, the Portrait of Sonoma
County, the cascading closures of local businesses, and the heart-breaking housing
struggles related by residents. Facing the demographic evidence of Sonoma County
losing so many of the people who make our County thrive, it’s clear we need a
Housing Element that forcefully changes our course. The Draft is not there yet. HCD
also asks the County to “go beyond status quo.” Most importantly, the Draft omits an
entire category of proven housing policies that help keep renters in their homes. We
agree with Table 2 in the Draft, that “Displacement of residents due to economic
pressures” is the highest priority factor that contributes to Sonoma County’s fair
housing issues. But Program 5, supposedly designed to prevent displacement, is
inadequate. Its emphasis on housing production is misguided. Sonoma County can’t
rely solely on housing production, on meeting the RHNA, to stop our hemorrhaging
losses of workers, families, seniors, and so many others. We must also protect
people from losing their existing affordable homes, after which many leave the
County. Program 5: Displacement Avoidance Sonoma Valley Collaborative asks that
these policies be added to Program 5 or elsewhere: rent stabilization (not rent control
or a rent cap), which limits rent increases to a percentage of inflation just-cause
eviction policy, which protects tenants from being evicted unless there’s a specific
justification, such as nonpayment of rent. a rental registry, so that Sonoma County
can track affordability, displacement, habitability, evictions, and other trends Rent
stabilization and/or just-cause protections exist in over 30 California cities and
counties and have a track record of success. Program 8: Protect Residential Lands
and Units Our members want faster, more vigorous action to reduce the number of
vacation rentals and empty homes. Having over 10% of homes be unavailable to
residents is not acceptable. We ask that the timeline in 8b for presenting policy
options to the Board be accelerated to the end of 2024, not 2025. Program 3:
Protections for Mobile Home Parks Mobile homes are a major source of unsubsidized
affordable housing in Sonoma Valley and county-wide. On July 11, the Board of
Supervisors directed staff to prepare for a Board item to amend the MHRSO on
August 15, 2023. We ask that Action 3a be changed from “Continue to implement” the
existing ordinance (which allows an annual space rent increase of 100% of the
change in the Bay Area CPI, or 6%, whichever is less) to “Amend the Mobilehome
Rent Stabilization Ordinance to limit space rent increases to no more than 4%, or
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70% of the change in CPI (whichever is less).” The timeline for adopting the
amendment should be mid-2024. Program 15: Review and Update Zoning Code and
General Plan We ask that you add an ordinance to Program 15 creating a senior
housing overlay district that would prevent designated senior mobilehome parks from
being converted to all-ages parks. This will protect affordable housing options for
seniors in the County and stop erosion of affordability of the existing senior parks.
Many jurisdictions have senior housing overlay district, including Yucaipa, San Juan
Capistrano, Huntington Beach, Ventura County, City of Ventura, and Santa Barbara.

Sincerely,
Randall T. Cook
Former Sonoma City Planning Commissioner (2001-2008)
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From: Ray Meadows
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Housing Element comment
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 6:26:35 PM

EXTERNAL

With regard to Housing Element Program 8: Protect Residential Land and Units
Keep in mind that some of us can only afford to have a home here in Sonoma if we can get help paying
the very high costs through short term rentals. The taxes, fees, and costs of doing this are already quite
high, so further taxes or restrictions may prevent us from retiring here. It is my hope that this is not a goal
of your program and could be weighed in any policies adopted.
Renting for more than 30 days allows tenants to obtain rights to the property and thus we risk losing
access to our retirement home under California law. This is a very large risk given how much we've
invested in our property. I've heard of others who were forced to sell when a tenant took over the property
and was not paying enough to cover the costs.
Regards,

Ray Meadows
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From: Reilly Hanson
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Housing development on Goodwin ave Penngrove
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2023 8:57:42 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear City Leaders,

My family purchased our house two years ago wanting to live in this beautiful county. We picked are house based
on how open all the properties are around us. Now we are told a neighbor across the street wants to put 20 houses in
on one acre.

-Our roads are in terrible condition
-where is all the traffic going to go?
-what about the protected tiger salamander population?
-complete change to our neighborhood look and feel
-water issues
-septic issues

If this passes, only more housing developments will be built by other neighbors. And then now you have created a
city instead of country land in Penngrove.

Please protect us and don’t let this happen.

Sincerely,

Reilly Deidrick

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Stephen Arelt
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Housing
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2023 9:56:11 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Sirs/Madam. We have lived on Heaven Hill Road since 1984 and have been evacuated 3
times in the last 5 years because of fires. We’re both 80 years old and it’s terrifying to be on
gridlocked Arnold Drive with fires raging. We also have been on water restrictions from
Valley of the Moon Water because of supply shortages. Please consider traffic and critical
resources before approving all the new housing projects. Thank you, Steve and Valerie Arelt
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From: Terri Miller
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Questions and concerns pertaining to "pipelining" t e proposed Hanna Development project
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2023 10:24:20 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Commissioners,

Given I cannot attend your meeting today I am writing to express my deep concerns about the
Hanna development proposal. As a homeowner and 14-year resident of the Springs in
Sonoma Valley, I am alarmed that the planning commission is considering
designating Hanna's proposed development project on Agua Caliente Road as a "pipeline"
project. Specifically, I oppose:

1. Adoption of the Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle
(2023-2031) and repeal of the existing 2014 Housing Element (General
Plan Amendment)

2. Amendments to the General Plan land use designations on up to 43
parcels (Amendments to General Plan Land Use Map)

3. Amendments to zoning on up to 55 sites to allow increased residential
development

4. Amendments to the text of Sonoma County Code Chapter 26 (Zoning
Code) making limited technical corrections needed at the adoption of the
6th Cycle Housing Element

Sonoma Valley has insufficient infrastructure, jobs, and services to accommodate the many
thousands of residents contemplated in the current Housing Element.  Neither the existing
residents – nor the potential additional residents – will be served by the Housing Element for
the 6th Housing Element Cycle.  Nearly all of those new residents will have to drive
long distances to get to their jobs and services.

In addition, the overwhelming majority of the roads in Sonoma Valley are two-lane
roads, presenting significant evacuation concerns. The Hanna site is literally across
the street from Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, making evacuations even more
difficult and dangerous.  I had to live through the 2017 wildfires that raged through
Glen Ellen, Sonoma, and many parts of the County, and can tell you that evacuating
was a nightmare. And, this was without all of the proposed new residents that will be
in a few-mile radius when considering the proposals from Hanna, SDC, Verano Ave,
Donald St, and Siesta way. Finally, there is extremely limited public transportation to
the Hanna site which wil make traffic on our two-lane country roads a nightmare on
any given day of the week. Getting to the grocery store or picking up a prescription
will turn into a lengthy ordeal!

Just because the land is available and we are experiencing an affordable housing
shortage (interestingly the Hanna proposal includes no affordable homes for sale, and
only a small % of rental units will be "affordable housing") does not make
development a logical decision on the location of the available land. The scope of
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what Hanna proposes makes no sense in a rural area that is designated as a high-
risk wildfire zone, and is far away from public transportation, jobs stores, services,
etc.

Adoption of the proposed Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle at this
time is premature, at best.  The Planning Commission owes a duty to the residents of
Sonoma County to consider this issue further before making any recommendations to
the Board of Supervisors.

Sincerely,

Terri Miller
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From: Wayne Weeks
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: 14156 Sunset Ave., Guerneville
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2023 5:19:05 PM

EXTERNAL

I wish to comment on the request to change the General Plan Use from 4 dwelling units per acre to 20
dwelling units per acre. I am totally against this change that would increase the population of the hill here
on Woodland Ave. Now it is a quiet and friendly community that enables a good life. I fear that this
proposed increase would so change things that I wish that I would have never bought my beautiful 100
year old house 15 years ago. I would be just too many people on such small streets, one lane most of the
time. What about infrastructure??? just setting up the sewer lines would be a major issue, and all the rest
of these type of issues. I agree with the planning department and do not recommend this change in the
zoning change. Please Do Not change this really nice hill that we live on. Thanks

Wayne Weeks
14105 Woodland Dr., Guerneville
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From: Ted
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Comment on Rezoning and/or Changes to General Plan Use
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2023 11:37:33 AM

EXTERNAL

Greetings.

As a resident in the town of Graton I want to register my opposition to the proposed zoning changes. Simply put
most of Graton has to subsist on personally owned wells. Many of my neighbors have already had to dig new wells
in recent years due to the increasing usage of water by new construction and agriculture. Homeowners near the
recently completed Thiessen homes project have reported that the water levels have dropped requiring deeper wells
drilled or their water has lost its potability.

As wine grapes and houses replace dry farmed apple orchards and our climate becomes hotter and drier the
importance of water becomes more paramount. Insurers are dropping home insurance policies or not issuing new
business at all primarily due to wildfire concerns. The only true beneficiaries of the re-zoning plans will be the
developers who fund the construction, the contractors who build the houses, and the real estate interests in the
buying and selling of the new high density projects who for the most part don’t live in the newly re-zoned
prospective areas.

Besides the obvious environmental stresses the new high density projects will fundamentally alter the rural
environment that the denizens of these impacted areas choose to liver here for.

In short the potential benefits of this re-zoning will go to short term financial interests. Supporting infrastructure as
always will come from bonds or other new taxes to be born out of the general tax base. I would like to hear the
Board of Supervisors specifically address water needs and supply and also the right of rural west county residents to
enjoy living in a country setting without high density developments.

Thank you

Ted Sasse
Graton Resident

Sent from my iPad
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From: Andrea Quenga
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: Hanna Project
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2023 11:03:16 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Planning Commission,

As a tax paying citizen in Sonoma Valley/City of Sonoma, I am
writing to voice my concerns and register my opposition to
the following components of the Housing Element Update package:

1. Adoption of the Housing Element for the 6th Housing Element
Cycle (2023-2031) and repeal of existing 2014 Housing
Element (General Plan Amendment)

2. Amendments to the General Plan land use designations on
up to 43 parcels (Amendments to General Plan Land Use
Map)

3. Amendments to zoning on up to 55 sites to allow increased
residential development

4. Amendments to text of Sonoma County Code Chapter 26
(Zoning Code) making limited technical corrections needed at
adoption of the 6th Cycle Housing Element

In particular, I object to the inclusion of the Hanna parcel in the
Housing Element because that issue was never properly presented
to the public and has not been fully vetted.  Specifically:

in Paragraph 2.6.3, the Housing Element Update Draft EIR
mentions 79 sites in Sonoma County that would satisfy the
state imposed RHNA.  Four of the 79 sites in the Housing
Element Update Draft EIR are in the area called Agua
Caliente.  None of the four are the Hanna site.  I have been
unable to identify any mention of the Hanna site or project in
the Draft EIR.
The Housing Element Review Draft (December 2022) also
does not mention the Hanna site or project and states that
Area 9 (Sonoma Valley) has a total Realistic Unit Capacity of
280 units.
It is completely unfair to place the majority of the RHNA
burden on Sonoma Valley, forever altering life for residents
there.  Hanna represents 668 of the 1,253 or 52.9% of the
County "Pipeline."  Sonoma Valley Projects including Hanna
represent 868 or 68.7% of the Pipeline.  While this might be
the most expedient resolution for the Planning Commission
and the Board of Supervisors, it is unfair to the residents of
the entire County.

Sonoma Valley has insufficient infrastructure, jobs and services to
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accommodate the many thousands of residents contemplated in
the current Housing Element.  Neither the existing residents – nor
the potential additional residents – will be served by the Housing
Element for the 6th Housing Element Cycle.  Nearly all of those
new residents will have to drive long distances to get to their jobs
and services.
In addition, the overwhelming majority of the roads in Sonoma
Valley are two-lane roads, presenting significant evacuation
concerns. The Hanna site is literally across the street from Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zones, making evacuations even more
difficult and dangerous.  Seniors are the highest risk-group during
fire evacuation, yet the Hanna site is being considered for a senior
living facility.
There is extremely limited public transportation to the Hanna site.
Adoption of the proposed Housing Element for the 6th Housing
Element Cycle at this time is premature, at best.  The Planning
Commission owes a duty to the residents of Sonoma County to
consider this issue further before making any recommendations to
the Board of Supervisors.

Thank you, 
Andrea Tobias
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From: courtney
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: 16050 Laughlin ROAD APN: 069-230-067
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2023 11:59:24 AM

EXTERNAL

To Whomever it May Concern;

I am writing to oppose the proposed rezoning of 16050 Laughlin Road from Rural Residential
two dwellings per acre to High Density Residential Twenty Dwellings per acre. I realize I am
past the deadline of written response by July 12th, but since I was only notified a week before
the hearing in Santa Rosa, and did not receive the hearing notice until a couple of days before
the hearing scheduled for today, I am hoping I may be granted an exception. My residence is
14760 Armstrong Woods Road, which is on the corner of Laughlin and Armstrong Woods Rd.
My property is directly across the street from 16050 Laughlin, and if the proposed project is to
be approved, it would adversely affect my family’s quality of life in many, many ways. We
purchased 14760 Armstrong Woods about 8 years ago, and we fell in love with the peaceful
quietness of the Armstrong valley. If we had known of the proposed project, we would not
have purchased our property, and if approved, we may be faced with trying to sell our
beautiful home and relocating. The adverse effects this project would have on the Armstrong
Valley are numerous:

1. A high density apartment building in the midst of low density urban rural residential housing is
completely out of place and would stick out like a sore thumb. It would ruin the character and
charm of the valley.

2. Congestion. The only access to Armstrong Valley is through downtown Guerneville Main
Street, which is already horribly congested with traffic. The traffic backs up for MILES in both
directions at the intersection of Main St. and Armstrong during peak hours. Adding high
density housing which must access this intersection would only make the congestion for
residents much worse.

3. Noise pollution. A high density apartment building with more than 100 units would generate
increased levels of noise pollution to the area.

4. Pollution and trash. We already have a lot of tourists and irresponsible people dumping trash
in the area. An apartment building would make things even worse.

5. Fife Creek pollution and environmental impacts of the project.
6. Crime levels would go up in the area. I can leave my doors unlocked when I leave my house

without worrying about being robbed. With a low income apartment building across the
street from me, I will need to build higher security fences, install security cameras, and
increase the security of my home in general. Guerneville school is nearby and my children
walk in the neighborhood. With the apartment building nearby, I would not feel as safe.

7. The negative impacts of construction of such a project would greatly affect the quality of life
for all the residents in the area, especially those who live down Laughlin. The negative impacts
of construction to my property and quality of life would be gigantic. I am literally across the
street from the entrance to the proposed project.

8. Flood concerns. When Russian River and Fife creek flood, there is no escape route and access
for emergency vehicles is completely closed off. The demand for emergency vehicle access to
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the area would be much greater with a high density apartment building, especially during
times of flooding.

9. Wild fire concerns. As stated, the only escape route from the Armstrong Valley area during a
wildfire event would be through downtown Main St, downtown Guerneville, which is severely
congested. What is the proposed escape route in times of emergency?

10. Property values would be adversely affected for the residents in the area of the proposed
project.

We the residents of this area are pleading with the county to see that the negatives far
outweigh any positives of this proposed project. The project is completely inappropriate for
this area and should be considered elsewhere!

Respectfully,

Courtney Evans

14760 Armstrong Woods Rd.

Guerneville, CA. 95446
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From: Gail Dornstreich <waileaescape@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 13, 2023 9:24 AM
To: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org>; Caitlin Cornwall <Caitlin.Cornwall@sonoma-
county.org>; Larry Reed <Larry.Reed@sonoma-county.org>; Pat.Gilard@sonoma-county.org
<Pat.Gilard@sonoma-county.org>; Evan Wiig <Evan.Wiig@sonoma-county.org>;
Jackquelynne.Ocana@sonoma.county.org <Jackquelynne.Ocana@sonoma.county.org>; Kevin Deas 
<Kevin.Deas@sonoma-county.org>; Shaun McCaffery <Shaun.McCaffery@sonoma-county.org>; Eric 
Koenigshofer <Eric.Koenigshofer@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: FORESTVILLE HOUSING ELEMENT

EXTERNAL

RE:  FORESTVILLE HOUSING ELEMENT

TO:  COUNTY REPRESENTATIVE

WE REQUEST THAT YOU RECONSIDER THE DEVELOPMENT OF HIGH
DENSITY/LOW INCOME HOUSING IN THE FORESTVILLE AREA.  FORESTVILLE
IS ALREADY FULL OF LOWER INCOME HOUSING IN THE AREAS OF CHAMPS
DE ELYSEE, RIO VISTA, ARGONNE, CANYON, AS WELL AS AREAS ALONG
HWY 116 WEST OF TOWN  AND OTHER AREAS OF LONG TIME SUMMER
HOMES NOW CONVERTING TO FULL TIME RESIDENTS.  THIS ALONE IS
INCREASING THE POPULATION AND THE INCREASE OF TRAFFIC  ON 2 LANE
ROADS THAT ALSO HANDLE ALL OF THE INCREASED TRAFFIC COMING FROM
FURTHER WEST.
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MULTI STORY, HIGH DENSITY HOUSING IS INAPPROPRIATE FOR A RURAL
COMMUNITY SUCH AS FORESTVILLE.  EGRESS DURING EVACUATIONS IS
ALREADY FRAUGHT WITH DANGER OF ACCOMMODATING RESIDENTS. 
SEWER ACCESS, ALREADY NEEDED BY MANY WHOSE SEPTIC SYSTEMS
WILL FAIL AND BE UNABLE TO REBUILD DUE TO CURRENT STRICTER
STANDARDS WHICH ARE IN PLACE TO PROTECT OUR WATER SOURCE AND
THE WATER SOURCE FOR MANY IN SONOMA COUNTY, THE RUSSIAN RIVER
AND IT CREEKS, TRIBUTARIES AND RUN OFF AREAS,

PLEASE CHOOSE LARGER POPULATION TOWNS AND MAINTAIN THE FEW
SMALL TOWNS THE COUNTY STILL HAS.  HAVING THIS RURAL AREAS ARE A
BENEFIT TO ALL OF THE COUNTY AS IT GIVES THE URBAN DWELLERS
ACCESS TO RURAL EXPERIENCES THAT ARE NOT JUST PARKS WITH ENTRY
FEES.  MORE COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT JUST TO ACCOMMODATE ADDED
HOUSING IS NOT DESIREABLE NOR DOES IT COMPLY WITH THE
PERSONALITY, CHARM AND DIVERSITY THAT FORESTVILLE ALREADY HAS. 
WE ARE A COMMUNITY OF DIVERSE INCOMES ALREADY.  ADDING MORE
‘AFFORDABLE’ HOUSING IS ONLY A DETRIMENT TO MANAGING THE
BALANCE,  WE ALREADY HAVE MORE AFFORDABLE AND LOW INCOME
HOUSING THAN ANY OF THE TOWNS LISTED WITH THE EXCEPTION OF
GUERNEVILLE.

PLEASE CONSIDER REMOVING AS MANY OF THE PROPOSED, REZONED
AREAS IN OUR SMALL, UNINCORPORATED AREA.  THIS WILL DISRUPT AND
CHANGE OUR SMALL TOWN IN A VERY NEGATIVE WAY AND IN A WAY THAT
ALMOST ALL RESIDENTS STRONGLY OPPOSE.

LIFE IN SONOMA COUNTY IS BETTER FOR EVERYONE WHEN THESE SMALL
TOWNS EXIST.

GAIL AND LEON DORNSTREICH

7475 COVEY RD

50 YEAR FORESTVILLE RESIDENTS



THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.



From: Jim Severdia
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Comments on DEIR/EIR regarding SAN-10
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2023 11:31:39 AM
Attachments: Reasons why 134-192-016 complete.pdf

EXTERNAL

Will also be presented at public hearing
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From: Scott Orr
To: PlanningAgency
Subject: FW: FORESTVILLE HOUSING
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2023 11:09:26 AM

 
 
Scott
 

From: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org> 
Sent: Thursday, July 13, 2023 10:44 AM
To: Scott Orr <Scott.Orr@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Fw: FORESTVILLE HOUSING
 
fyi

From: John Pusey <jpusey@ix.netcom.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 13, 2023 9:25 AM
To: Greg Carr <Greg.Carr@sonoma-county.org>; Caitlin Cornwall <Caitlin.Cornwall@sonoma-
county.org>; Larry Reed <Larry.Reed@sonoma-county.org>; Evan Wiig <Evan.Wiig@sonoma-
county.org>; Kevin Deas <Kevin.Deas@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: FORESTVILLE HOUSING
 

EXTERNAL

Please approve the amended Housing Element drafted by staff and final EIR, including removal of
FOR-2, FOR-5, and FOR-6 sites.
 
John Pusey
Forestville 95436.
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From: Jon Evans
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: 16050 Laughlin Road APN: 069-230-067
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2023 10:34:26 AM

EXTERNAL

To Whomever it May Concern;
I am writing to oppose the proposed rezoning of 16050 Laughlin Road from Rural Residential two
dwellings per acre to High Density Residential Twenty Dwellings per acre. I realize I am past the

deadline of written response by July 12th, but since I was only notified a week before the hearing in
Santa Rosa, and did not receive the hearing notice until a couple of days before the hearing
scheduled for today, I am hoping I may be granted an exception. My residence is 14760 Armstrong
Woods Road, which is on the corner of Laughlin and Armstrong Woods Rd. My property is directly
across the street from 16050 Laughlin, and if the proposed project is to be approved, it would
adversely affect my family’s quality of life in many, many ways. We purchased 14760 Armstrong
Woods about 8 years ago, and we fell in love with the peaceful quietness of the Armstrong valley. If
we had known of the proposed project, we would not have purchased our property, and if approved,
we may be faced with trying to sell our beautiful home and relocating. The adverse effects this
project would have on the Armstrong Valley are numerous:

1. A high density apartment building in the midst of low density urban rural residential housing is
completely out of place and would stick out like a soar thumb. It would ruin the character and
charm of the valley.

2. Congestion. The only access to Armstrong Valley is through downtown Guerneville Main
Street, which is already horribly over congested with traffic. The traffic backs up for MILES in
both directions at the intersection of Main St. and Armstrong during peak hours. Adding high
density housing which must access this intersection would only make the congestion for
residents much worse.

3. Noise pollution. A high density apartment building with more than 100 units would generate
increased levels of noise pollution to the area.

4. Pollution and trash. We already have a lot of tourists and irresponsible people dumping trash
in the area. An apartment building would make things even worse.

5. Fife Creek pollution and environmental impacts of the project.
6. Crime levels would go up in the area. I can leave my doors unlocked when I leave my house

without worrying about being robbed. With a low income apartment building across the
street from me, I will need to build higher security fences, install security cameras, and
increase the security of my home in general. Guerneville school is nearby and my children
walk in the neighborhood. With the apartment building nearby, I would not feel as safe.

7. The negative impacts of construction of such a project would greatly affect the quality of life
for all the residents in the area, especially those who live down Laughlin. The negative impacts
of construction to my property and quality of life would be gigantic. I am literally across the
street from the entrance to the proposed project.

8. Flood concerns. When Russian River and Fife creek flood, there is no escape route and access
for emergency vehicles is completely closed off. The demand for emergency vehicle access to
the area would be much greater with a high density apartment building, especially during

mailto:jmevans@parker.com
mailto:PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org


times of flooding.
9. Wild fire concerns. As stated, the only escape route from the Armstrong Valley area during a

wildfire event would be through downtown Main St, downtown Guerneville, which is severely
congested. What is the proposed escape route in times of emergency?

10. Property values would be adversely affected for the residents in the area of the proposed
project.

We the residents of this area are pleading with the county to see that the negatives far outweigh any
positives of this proposed project. The project is completely inappropriate for this area and should
be considered elsewhere!
Respectfully,
--------------------------------------------
Jon Evans
Mechanical Engineer
Parker Hannifin Corporation
Electromechanical Automation, NA
5500 Business Park Drive
Rohnert Park, CA 94928
Phone: (707) 584-2409
Fax: (707) 584-2470
Email: jmevans@parker.com

--------------------------------------------
www.parker.com
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From: Mary J
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Rezoning 458 Craig Ave ?
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2023 11:07:31 AM

EXTERNAL

As a immediate neighbor to this property I find this very disturbing. The infrastructure in this neighborhood cannot
take 10,20 or 53 more units here . We are already dealing with gangs , robberies, street racing , M 80s & other forms
of  explosions ( fireworks ) and the wild life that use the property . You can not drive out of the road when school is
in session because the back up on Craig Ave .
      Sincerely, Mary Jones
468 Craig Ave .

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Eric Gage
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: language that might be helpful for Housing Element
Date: Wednesday, July 19, 2023 9:58:13 AM
Attachments: image001.png

From: caitlin cornwall <caitlin@sonomavalleycollaborative.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 18, 2023 5:01 PM
To: Jane Riley <jriley@4leafinc.com>
Subject: language that might be helpful for Housing Element
Hi Jane!
I can’t submit another public comment, apparently, since I spoke as SVC last week, but in our weekly
meeting just now with Cal at Gen H, Margaret at Legal Aid, Fred at Sonoma Valley Housing Group,
and others, we came up with this...
It appears that a majority of Planning Commissioners support development of several
policies that are not directly implemented by the Housing Element. To help assure these
policies actually develop in a reasonable time, several housing orgs request revisions to
Program 31. Showing a commitment to developing these policies will help Sonoma County
and its housing organizations obtain funding to accelerate policy development and
adoption.
Add a new action to Program 31, 31d The HEIG will bring policy options to the Planning
Commission on the following topics:

1. Taxing vacant homes. Timeline: End of 2024.

2. Rental registry and proactive rental inspection program. Timeline: End of 2024.

3. Limit the number of short-term vacation rentals. Timeline: End of 2024.

4. Rent stabilization. Timeline: End of 2024.

5. Just-cause eviction. Timeline: End of 2025.

6. Constraining the size of some homes to create more-affordable unsubsidized homes
without constraining development. Timeline: End of 2025

7. Right-sizing the inclusionary requirements to respond to varying situations. Timeline:
End of 2026.

Caitlin Cornwall, Project Director
Sonoma Valley Collaborative
www.sonomavalleycollaborative.org
(707) 322-1400
I rarely check email on weekends or evenings.

Use our policy platform to advocate for homes for a sustainable Sonoma Valley!
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From: Elisa Stancil
To: PermitSonoma-Housing; kim@sonomavalleycollaborative.org
Subject: Support for Sonoma Valley Collaborative recommendations
Date: Wednesday, July 19, 2023 9:15:06 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Permit Sonoma staff and consultants to the Housing Element,

I am Elisa Stancil Levine, a member of Sonoma Valley Collaborative and a homeowner in
Glen Ellen. 

We need Sonoma County to Affirmatively Further Fair Housing by putting accessible,
affordable housing in high-resource neighborhoods. I support recommendations put
forth by Sonoma Valley Collaborative and its members. 

In particular I strongly support co-housing and low income housing at SDC and increased and
efficient public transportation throughout the valley and the county. I also support taxing
vacant housing and curtailing vacation rentals.
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From: Eric Gage
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: HE public comment for 7/20 PC meeting: County HE and ID of DUCs (disadvantaged unincorporated

communities)?
Date: Wednesday, July 19, 2023 8:11:29 AM

From: Fred Allebach <fallebach@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 19, 2023 7:35 AM
To: Eric Gage <Eric.Gage@sonoma-county.org>; Ross Markey <Ross.Markey@sonoma-county.org>;
Scott Orr <Scott.Orr@sonoma-county.org>; Jane <jriley@4leafinc.com>; Bradley Dunn
<Bradley.Dunn@sonoma-county.org>; Katrina Braehmer <Katrina.Braehmer@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: HE public comment for 7/20 PC meeting: County HE and ID of DUCs (disadvantaged
unincorporated communities)?

EXTERNAL

Good morning,
A question for you: Will the County Housing Element identify, describe, and map any DUC
island, fringe, or legacy communities inside its boundaries?
In terms of unincorporated Sonoma Valley, IMO there is a clear, cross-Block Group, Latino,
lower income community of interest that meets DUC demographic, geographic, and median
household income status. What geographic, population, and median household income data
sources and methodology will the County use to ID its DUCs? Where can I find this material in
the County Housing Element draft?
The County EJ Element and EJ Communities are not the same as DUCs. DUCs are defined by
SB-244, by location, geographic/ population unity, and at 80% or less than state median
household income. If the County maintains that a Tract-level analysis is adequate to ID DUCs,
bc it is too much work to do a Block Group level analysis, I submit here that this would not be
a good enough effort bc so many potential DUC community members would be lost with a
Tract-only approach.
The County could piggy-back its HE DUC section onto the in-process LAFCO/ Plan West County
DUC ID study, if that will be done in time and to crib off of to be used in the HE. For LAFCO and
SB-244 purposes, a Tract level is not fine grained enough. I'm assuming we want to see the
actual and most accurate for County DUCs and by SB-244, minimum DUC status starts with at
least 12 registered voters or a cluster of 10 homes where the MHI is 80% or less than state
MHI. By SB-244, DUCs can be "all or a portion of a community" and thus IMO, at least a Block
Group level DUC analysis is called for in the County HE.
“Just as LAFCos must identify and characterize DUCs within spheres of influence, so too are
cities and counties required to update the land use element of their general plans to identify,
describe, and map any DUC island, fringe, or legacy communities inside or near their
boundaries. Cities and counties were required to complete this identification on or before
the due date for the adoption of their next housing element.”
https://www.smwlaw.com/2022/03/30/sb-244-focus-on-disadvantaged-unincorporated-
communities-in-land-use-planning/
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This above quote says cities and Sonoma County must do this DUC ID separate from LAFCO.
But since DUCs are a population category defined by SB-244 and LAFCO law, County analysis
has to use the LAFCO definition of a DUC.
You may want to consider HE DUC location along with the site inventory, bc where there are
DUCs and where there are TCAC Highest Resource Opportunity Areas of concentrated wealth,
there is need for Very Low and Low income HE site inventory, for example, various pipeline/
in-process projects in Sonoma Valley (SDC, Hanna, MidPen/ Verano Ave add up to maybe 400+
lower-income units and SV has the DUC need for these units.
Sonoma Valley, as a fractal of County land use, has a limited-size unincorporated USA that has
TCAC Highest Resource Opportunity Areas encroaching more and more on the urban core and
thus driving up prices, housing cost burden, and the COL for the DUCs here. The most vocal,
landed, property-owning, elder whites here clearly prefer little change and want to use the HE
and other land use rules and Plans like the SSP to essentially build a regulatory wall to keep
out any higher density, anywhere. This, however, acts to externalize the Valley's equity issues
and allows a growing concentration of wealth, which is against AFFH law.
With housing and land use, we have to play the hand we are dealt and not the hands we hope
we might have; this means having to address County DUCs' housing needs and to make sure
that housing for them covers the Three Ps: preserve, protect, and produce. Stay tuned for my
next comment on protecting tenants in the HE
very best,
Fred Allebach
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From: randy cook
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Cc: Sonoma Valley Collaborative
Subject: Support for Sonoma Valley Collaborative recommendations
Date: Wednesday, July 19, 2023 9:22:14 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Permit Sonoma staff and consultants to the Housing Element,

I am Randy Cook, a former Sonoma City Planning Commissioner (2001-2009). I
cannot attend today's meeting, but I want to let you know that we desperately need
Sonoma County to Affirmatively Further Fair Housing by putting accessible,
affordable housing in high-resource neighborhoods. I support recommendations put
forth by Sonoma Valley Collaborative and its members.

My housecleaner and her husband are two of the hardest-working people I know.
They are honest, kind, and dedicated to our community. Yet they can barely afford
the monthly rent on their little house on Arnold Drive. I fear we will lose them and
other good people that do our work, unless we build accessible, affordable housing in
high-resource neighborhoods such as I have the good fortune to live in on Sonoma
Eastside. I would be delighted if someone could build high-density housing near me!

So please, make it possible for the workers we all need to stay and live in Sonoma
County. No neighborhood should be excluded from consideration for affordable
housing, because it is in ALL our interests to build the accessible, affordable housing
our economy and our way of life require.

Sincerely,
Randall T. Cook
280 E. MacArthur St.
Sonoma, CA

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.

mailto:randycook95476@yahoo.com
mailto:PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org
mailto:kim@sonomavalleycollaborative.org


Sonoma County needs to
hear you say YES to
affordable, integrated
housing!

There’s an urgent need for people to speak up for affordable housing Thursday
July 20 between 1:30 and 3:00 pm. 

Sonoma County’s Planning Commission will deliberate Thursday over the County's
Housing Element. They are resisting allowing lower-cost, higher-density homes in
some of Sonoma County’s most resourced and desirable neighborhoods. Members of
the Sonoma Valley Collaborative Council will speak…and so should you!

Text or phone Caitlin Cornwall, Project Director of Sonoma Valley Collaborative, at
707.322.1400 if you want help crafting your comment or if you'd like her to text you
when it’s time to get on the Zoom meeting.

Instructions:

You will have 2 minutes to speak, so practice a little.
Join the remotely at 1:30 or so. Join Zoom Meeting. By phone 1 (669) 900-9128.
Webinar ID 956 5905 8153. Password 879124. In-person is better: Board of
Supervisors Chambers, 575 Administration Drive, Room 102A, Santa Rosa.

From: Sonoma Valley Collaborative
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: IT"S TIME TO SAY YES TO HOUSING!
Date: Wednesday, July 19, 2023 6:19:43 PM

EXTERNAL

View this email in your browser
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E-MAIL YOUR STATEMENT NOW

When it’s time for “public comment,” raise your hand in the Zoom app.
When they call on you, say your name and who you are speaking for. Say your
organization is a member, or that you are a supporter, of Sonoma Valley
Collaborative.
This is the main message: We need Sonoma County to Affirmatively Further
Fair Housing by putting accessible, affordable housing in high-resource
neighborhoods.
Add your own twist: What housing struggles are you or your constituencies
facing? Tell a story. Feel free to be dramatic; we’re in a major housing crisis that
is making people suffer and move away, and degrading the county’s economy.

Thank you to everyone who emailed their endorsement of SVC’s statement last week. 

We also want someone to read some of the searing quotes SVC has gathered from
Sonoma Valley teens and adults who most need better housing policy. If you can do
this, please contact Caitlin at 707.322.1400.

Take-Aways from the July 13 Housing Element meeting:
Good news, bad news, and uncertainties.
Good news

The draft Housing Element includes several elements SVC asked for, including
frequent surveys to track the affordability of ADUs (back yard granny units),
language that is specific and accountable with faster milestones, commitments to
partner with housing land trusts to reduce the cost of home ownership, Universal
Design in all new subdivisions, and many targeted changes to allow a greater
density and types of homes on many types of parcels.

Even where the County will only commit to “exploring” better policies, that
commitment creates opportunity for groups like SVC and its partners to raise
money to work with the County to develop great policies faster.
A majority of the Planning Commission supports developing and adopting in the
near future several policies that SVC advocates: taxing vacant homes, reducing
vacation rentals over time, streamlining the process for good projects, tying rent
increases to cost-of-living increases, creating just-cause eviction policy, and
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preventing conversion of mobile home parks.

Bad news

Planning Commissioners want to remove the option for denser housing from
many parcels in "high-resource" neighborhoods

Some of the parcels to be rezoned for greater density are problematic: they are
too close to creeks, on steep slopes, hard to access, etc. The County is in a tough
spot. It is required to plan for a huge number of units. Staff has done their best,
only counting homes that could be built on the more-feasible portions of these
sites.

The draft policies that affect renters are so weak that they will not stop the
hemorrhaging losses of young people, lower-income people, and fixed-income
people from Sonoma County. The political will is not yet in place to adopt
known, effective, moderate policies. Several policies SVC wants have been
punted off for later development, possibly years away.

Uncertainties

Will the state--with its strong pro-housing stance--approve the next version of the
County’s Housing Element? It might depend on the July 20 meeting. If the state
approves it, SVC will dive into accelerating its implementation. If not, Sonoma County
will face repercussions, and SVC will be there for the next round of input.

SVC's Statement on July 13
Sonoma Valley Collaborative is a coalition of almost 30 constituencies working
together in Sonoma Valley to increase housing affordability, because housing
affordability is the single issue causing the most harm across the widest number of
sectors in our community.

SVC asks for specific policies that help keep renters–workers, families, young people,
elders, artists–in their affordable homes. This whole category of policies is nearly
missing from the draft Housing Element. Housing production alone is insufficient; we
must also stop the losses of people from Sonoma County.

SVC asks for faster action to reduce the number of vacation rentals and empty homes
that now make up about 10% of Sonoma Valley’s housing stock.

SVC asks for special protections for mobile home parks, an important source of
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unsubsidized affordable housing in Sonoma Valley, including measures preventing
senior mobile home parks from converting to all-ages parks.

Lastly, to put a human face to SVC's asks, we highlight a number of searing quotes
from Sonoma Valley people–including teens, Latina moms, business owners, and
more–who struggle with housing, collected by SVC with permission.

Your voice matters! We already won 21 of the 26 housing affordability policies we
advocated for in the City of Sonoma Housing Element, in many cases writing policies
that the City of Sonoma adopted word-for-word. This could only happen with the
unprecedented UNITED VOICE of the Sonoma Valley Collaborative and our
supporters. Thank you for joining us in advocating for improvements to the Sonoma
County Housing Element, which impacts most of Sonoma Valley's communities. 

Thank you, from the entire Sonoma Valley Collaborative Council!
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Sonoma Valley Collaborative is a forum of community
leaders from a wide range of sectors across Sonoma Valley,
finding solutions and taking action to address our
community’s biggest challenges. Learn more about our work
on housing at 
sonomavalleycollaborative.org/housingadvocacy.

DONATE TO SONOMA VALLEY COLLABORATIVE
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From: Tim Ziesmer
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: EIR for 3400 Ross Rd re-zoning - Speeding danger
Date: Wednesday, July 19, 2023 12:58:17 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Madame or Sir,

Regarding the EIR for re-zoning 3400 Ross Rd, as a resident of 3565 Ross Rd, I have grave concerns about
increased traffic from Workforce Housing. Speeding is already a big problem on this street. I live at the blind bend,
so crossing the street to get my mail can be dangerous, and I have already had a few close-calls, nearly getting hit.
The speed limit on this stretch should be lowered from 35 to 25 mph.

Thank you for your attention.

Respectfully,

Tim Ziesmer
3565 Ross Rd
Sebastopol, CA
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From: marilyn wolters
To: PermitSonoma; Lynda Hopkins
Subject: Fw: 16050 Guerneville
Date: Thursday, July 20, 2023 10:37:37 AM

EXTERNAL

To Whom It May Concern,
I was speaking to my neighbor about the proposal to build 83 units at 16050 Laughlin Rd in
Guerneville. He said that, because the project would change the boundaries of the 50 and 100
year flood plain, this would violate CEQA-NEPA. It will increase the damage incurred by
floods, which may well become more persistent and frequent in the rainy years that are
coming with climate change.
I have already written about the infrastructure issues, but will reiterate that flooding is of
major concern to us in this neighborhood and to the school. We can’t get out and
schoolchildren can’t get in when Armstrong Wood Road floods. You may see Rio Nido Rd on
your maps as a possible alternate root, but it is very dangerous due to its steep drop-offs and
being one-lane. Imagine an elderly person driving it in a downpour! What you are proposing is
going to imperil those of us who already live here and those who may move here in the future.
We also have frequent power losses. Last season, we were without electricity for five days.
These past two weeks, we have already had three blackouts.
Add this to the lack of public transit, narrow roads, traffic, and potential sewer and water
limitations.
Please reconsider and eliminate this property from your consideration!
Thanks,
Marilyn Wolters
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From: marilyn wolters
To: PermitSonoma; Lynda Hopkins
Subject: 16450 Guerneville
Date: Tuesday, July 18, 2023 3:10:17 PM

EXTERNAL
To Whom It May Concern,
I was speaking to my neighbor about the proposal to build 83 units at 16450 Laughlin Rd in
Guerneville. He said that, because the project would change the boundaries of the 50 and 100
year flood plain, this would violate CEQA-NEPA. It will increase the damage incurred by
floods, which may well become more persistent and frequent in the rainy years that are
coming with climate change.
I have already written about the infrastructure issues, but will reiterate that flooding is of
major concern to us in this neighborhood and to the school. We can’t get out and
schoolchildren can’t get in when Armstrong Wood Road floods. You may see Rio Nido Rd on
your maps as a possible alternate root, but it is very dangerous due to its steep drop-offs and
being one-lane. Imagine an elderly person driving it in a downpour! What you are proposing is
going to imperil those of us who already live here and those who may move here in the future.
We also have frequent power losses. Last season, we were without electricity for five days.
These past two weeks, we have already had three blackouts.
Add this to the lack of public transit, narrow roads, traffic, and potential sewer and water
limitations.
Please reconsider and eliminate this property from your consideration!
Thanks,
Marilyn Wolters
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From: marilyn wolters
To: PermitSonoma
Subject: Fw: 16050 Laughlin Road
Date: Thursday, July 20, 2023 10:41:53 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Permit Sonoma:

I am submitting my objections to your building the proposed units on Laughlin Road:

We are already isolated by flash flooding of Fife Creek. There are many days when we cannot
leave the valley, except by hazardous roads if they are open. How could you consider adding
more residents?
Climate change is here and unforeseeable. Runoff from the 83 units on that site will increase
flooding drastically. This will impact those here already and increase flooding at the
elementary school.
Many of us are elderly and might require urgent care. Additional flooding interferes with our
ability to leave the valley should our health demand it.
We are in an area regarded as high fire risk by Cal Fire. We are surrounded by flammable
forest. Wildfires are projected to get worse. Building in high risk areas should not be
considered.
We have already been evacuated twice for wildfires. Evacuation was difficult with the number
of residents who already live here. Adding more would make it so much more difficult.
The county says it is committed to reducing greenhouse gas. There are few jobs in Guerneville,
so this would encourage more commuting and make roads more crowded.
Many products and services cannot be purchases in Guerneville, requiring trips to Santa Rosa
and beyond. It will be a while before we all have electric cars. This too will increase
greenhouse gases.
Is there adequate infrastructure? How much additional infrastructure will be needed for
community safety and at what expense?
Can the sewer support this increase? Can the water system?

Thank you very much,

Marilyn Wolters
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From: Wil Lyons on behalf of Planner
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: Housing Element Questions
Date: Thursday, July 20, 2023 12:49:38 PM
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Wil Lyons
Planner II
www.PermitSonoma.org
County of Sonoma
2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403
Office: 707-565-7388 | Fax: 707-565-1103

Permit Sonoma logo

Have Planning Questions? Please review our new Planing and Zoning FAQs Page!
https://permitsonoma.org/divisions/planning/planningandzoningfaqs
Access Permit Sonoma’s extensive online services at www.PermitSonoma.org
Permit Sonoma’s public lobby is open Monday, Tuesday, Thursday, Friday from 8:00 AM to 4:00 PM, and
Wednesday from 10:30 AM to 4:00 PM.

From: Wesley Greason <wesley@bvla.net> 
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2023 12:45 PM
To: Planner <planner@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Housing Element Questions

EXTERNAL

Greetings, Sonoma County Planning.
My name is Wesley, I’m a broker at Bella Vista Land Advisors. Has Sonoma County added any
new sites to its housing element inventory list in the last 90 days? We represent a builder who
would like to build in the area. Also, is there a way to be notified whenever the HE is updated?
Thank you for your time,
Wesley Greason
Bella Vista Land Advisors
Real Estate Brokerage & Development
DRE #02109329
1008 Aileen St
Oakland, CA 94608
(925) 876-2488
wesley@bvla.net
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From: Wil Lyons on behalf of Planner
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: 79 Ely Rd. Petaluma, CA (APN: 047-213-010; 009)
Date: Friday, July 21, 2023 4:48:09 PM
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Wil Lyons
Planner II
www.PermitSonoma.org
County of Sonoma
2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403
Office: 707-565-7388 | Fax: 707-565-1103

Permit Sonoma logo

Have Planning Questions? Please review our new Planing and Zoning FAQs Page!
ttps://permitsonoma.org/divisions/planning/planningandzoningfaqsh
ccess Permit Sonoma’s extensive online services at www.PermitSonoma.org
ermit Sonoma’s public lobby is open Monday, Tuesday, Thursday, Friday from 8:00 AM to 4:00 PM, and
ednesday from 10:30 AM to 4:00 PM.

rom: Blake Wellen <blake@bvla.net> 
ent: Friday, July 21, 2023 10:52 AM
o: Planner <planner@sonoma-county.org>
ubject: 79 Ely Rd. Petaluma, CA (APN: 047-213-010; 009)

XTERNAL

reetings, Sonoma Planning.
he captioned property is listed in the Housing Element Update as “Other Site Inventory”,
lease see attached aerial and HEU excerpts. What will be the development standard as it
elates to multifamily?
indly,
lake Wellen
ella Vista Land Advisors
eal Estate Brokerage/Investment
RE #02130931
05 Miller Court
rinda, CA 94563
ell (925) 413-0641
lake@BVLA.net
ww.bvla.net
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Trinity Investment Group LLC "ANN MILLER REED" - 4.85 Acres at 79 Ely Rd. Petaluma, CA; HEU site; density TBD. 












Sonoma County 
Housing Element Update 
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Site ID Site Address 
Assessor’s  
Parcel Number 


Nearest 
Community 


Corresponding 
Figure No. 


Rezone 
Site? 


GRA-5 8525 Graton Road 130-176-013 Graton 2-6 Yes 


SAN-1 3525 Brooks Avenue 134-132-057 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-2 298 W Robles Avenue 134-111-068 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-3 3569 Brooks Avenue 134-132-056 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-4 3345 Santa Rosa Avenue 043-153-021 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-5 3509 Brooks Avenue 134-132-034 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-6 3824 Dutton Avenue 134-072-040 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-7 3280 Dutton Avenue 134-072-038 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-8 3427 Moorland Avenue 134-111-020 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-9 150 Todd Road 134-171-059 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-10 4020 Santa Rosa Avenue 134-192-016 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-11 3372 Santa Rosa Avenue 044-101-023 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 


SAN-12 358 E Robles Avenue 134-132-022 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 


SAN-13 3847 Santa Rosa Avenue 134-181-046 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 


SAN-14 3847 Santa Rosa Avenue 134-181-047 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 


SAN-15 3454 Santa Rosa Avenue 134-132-017 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 


SAN-16 3445 Brooks Avenue 134-132-067 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 


SAN-17 388 E Robles Avenue 134-132-025 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 


GLE-1 950 & 987 Carquinez Avenue 
136651 & 13675 Arnold Drive 


054-290-057 Glen Ellen 2-8 Yes 


GLE-2 No Address 054-290-084 Glen Ellen 2-8 Yes 


AGU-1 188 Academy Lane 056-531-005 Agua Caliente 2-9 Yes 


AGU-2 211 Old Maple Avenue 056-531-006 Agua Caliente 2-9 Yes 


AGU-3 18621 Railroad Avenue 052-272-011 Agua Caliente 2-9 Yes 


AGU-4 17881 Riverside Drive 133-150-038 Agua Caliente 2-9 No 


PEN-1 10078 Main Street 047-174-009 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 


PEN-2 No Address 047-152-020 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 


PEN-3 10070 Main Street 047-174-008 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 


PEN-4 No Address 047-152-019 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 


PEN-5 361 Woodward Avenue 047-173-011 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 


PEN-6 355 Adobe Road 047-091-013 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 


PEN-7 220 Hatchery Road 047-153-004 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 


PEN-8 206 & 11790 Main Street 047-166-023 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 


PEN-9 11830 Main Street 047-166-025 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 


PEN-10 10004 Main Street 047-173-016 Penngrove 2-10 No 


PEN-11 5500 Old Redwood Highway 047-213-009 Penngrove 2-10 No 


PEN-12 Old Redwood Highway 047-213-010 Penngrove 2-10 No 


PET-1 1085 Bodega Avenue 019-090-003 Petaluma 2-11 Yes 


PET-2 1105 Bodega Avenue 019-090-053 Petaluma 2-11 Yes 


PET-3 1155 Bodega Avenue 019-090-004 Petaluma 2-11 Yes 
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Draft Environmental Impact Report 2-19 


Figure 2-11 Penngrove Inventory Sites 
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From: Matt Jorgensen
To: PermitSonoma-Housing; PermitSonoma; PlanningAgency
Subject: Re: Opposition to 3280 Hicks Road Proposed Upzoning
Date: Thursday, July 20, 2023 5:32:33 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Sonoma County Planning Department,

I wanted to follow-up with a note of sincere gratitude for you all hearing the concerns of
Graton residents, and proposing the high-density infill move from Hicks to the more suitable
commercial property along Ross road. 

I also want to acknowledge the challenge of balancing various community concerns while
trying to meet the overall increase in (esp affordable) housing stock that we all know Sonoma
County needs.

As I mentioned today, I am beginning to setup a citizen group (starting here in Graton) to
inform and advocate for inclusive, equitable projects that advance joyful, healthful mixed-
income, mixed-density community. We’re exploring a couple of local community land trust
and development projects, but if there’s ever an opportunity for our group to be of service to
this commission, please let us know. 

With care, 
Matt 
-- 
Matt Jorgensen
he/him/his
860.614.3361
Facebook Linkedin Twitter

On Jul 17, 2023, at 5:26 PM, Matt Jorgensen <mattijorgensen@gmail.com>
wrote:

Sonoma County Planning Department
2550 Ventura Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Subject: Environmental Concerns Regarding Proposed Zoning Change on Hicks
Road

Dear Sonoma County Planning Department,

I am writing to express my deep concerns regarding the proposed zoning change
on Hicks Road, specifically in relation to the potential environmental impact and
the inadequate consideration of surface water runoff in the area. As a
resident of Brush Street, located immediately downhill from the proposed
zoning change, I have experienced firsthand the detrimental effects of
regular flooding on my property. Our basement flooded this year due to
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surface runoff. 

I would like to emphasize the importance of revisiting and producing a more
comprehensive and realistic environmental impact report that fully addresses the
realities of surface water runoff in the vicinity. Based on my understanding of the
current report, it appears that the potential consequences of increased surface
water runoff resulting from the proposed zoning change have been
underestimated. This oversight could lead to severe environmental damage,
including heightened flood risks and detrimental effects on local ecosystems.

Considering the existing flooding issues experienced on my property and the
potential exacerbation of these issues with the proposed zoning change, I kindly
request that the County planning department take these concerns seriously and
undertake additional assessments to accurately evaluate the potential
environmental impact. It is crucial that the well-being of both the community and
the natural environment be thoroughly considered and protected.

Furthermore, I would like to propose that, if a zoning change is deemed
necessary, the County planning department strongly consider a significantly
smaller change in zoning than the proposed 20 units per acre. Given the sensitive
nature of the area and the known issues with flooding, it is vital to adopt a
cautious and conservative approach to development to ensure the long-term
sustainability and resilience of the region.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will give careful
consideration to the concerns raised by the community members affected by this
proposed zoning change. I look forward to receiving updates on the progress and
actions taken in response to these concerns.

Sincerely,

Matt
3130 Brush Street, Graton resident 

-- 
Matt Jorgensen
he/him/his
860.614.3361
Facebook Linkedin Twitter

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
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From: Eric Gage
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: language that might be helpful for Housing Element
Date: Wednesday, July 19, 2023 9:58:13 AM
Attachments: image001.png

From: caitlin cornwall <caitlin@sonomavalleycollaborative.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 18, 2023 5:01 PM
To: Jane Riley <jriley@4leafinc.com>
Subject: language that might be helpful for Housing Element
Hi Jane!
I can’t submit another public comment, apparently, since I spoke as SVC last week, but in our weekly
meeting just now with Cal at Gen H, Margaret at Legal Aid, Fred at Sonoma Valley Housing Group,
and others, we came up with this...
It appears that a majority of Planning Commissioners support development of several
policies that are not directly implemented by the Housing Element. To help assure these
policies actually develop in a reasonable time, several housing orgs request revisions to
Program 31. Showing a commitment to developing these policies will help Sonoma County
and its housing organizations obtain funding to accelerate policy development and
adoption.
Add a new action to Program 31, 31d The HEIG will bring policy options to the Planning
Commission on the following topics:

1. Taxing vacant homes. Timeline: End of 2024.

2. Rental registry and proactive rental inspection program. Timeline: End of 2024.

3. Limit the number of short-term vacation rentals. Timeline: End of 2024.

4. Rent stabilization. Timeline: End of 2024.

5. Just-cause eviction. Timeline: End of 2025.

6. Constraining the size of some homes to create more-affordable unsubsidized homes
without constraining development. Timeline: End of 2025

7. Right-sizing the inclusionary requirements to respond to varying situations. Timeline:
End of 2026.

Caitlin Cornwall, Project Director
Sonoma Valley Collaborative
www.sonomavalleycollaborative.org
(707) 322-1400
I rarely check email on weekends or evenings.

Use our policy platform to advocate for homes for a sustainable Sonoma Valley!
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From: marilyn wolters
To: PermitSonoma; Lynda Hopkins
Subject: 16450 Guerneville
Date: Tuesday, July 18, 2023 3:10:17 PM

EXTERNAL
To Whom It May Concern,
I was speaking to my neighbor about the proposal to build 83 units at 16450 Laughlin Rd in
Guerneville. He said that, because the project would change the boundaries of the 50 and 100
year flood plain, this would violate CEQA-NEPA. It will increase the damage incurred by
floods, which may well become more persistent and frequent in the rainy years that are
coming with climate change.
I have already written about the infrastructure issues, but will reiterate that flooding is of
major concern to us in this neighborhood and to the school. We can’t get out and
schoolchildren can’t get in when Armstrong Wood Road floods. You may see Rio Nido Rd on
your maps as a possible alternate root, but it is very dangerous due to its steep drop-offs and
being one-lane. Imagine an elderly person driving it in a downpour! What you are proposing is
going to imperil those of us who already live here and those who may move here in the future.
We also have frequent power losses. Last season, we were without electricity for five days.
These past two weeks, we have already had three blackouts.
Add this to the lack of public transit, narrow roads, traffic, and potential sewer and water
limitations.
Please reconsider and eliminate this property from your consideration!
Thanks,
Marilyn Wolters
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From: Davida Brookfield
To: PermitSonoma-Housing; PlanningAgency; Lynda Hopkins
Subject: EIR in regards to FOR-4 Site
Date: Wednesday, July 19, 2023 11:07:54 AM

EXTERNAL

To Housing Element Team,

I have lived in Forestville, Ca since 1972 and have seen the growth and what I feel it can
support. The Burbank Housing was a smart idea that allowed folks to purchase a home and
be part of the process. There was no “being part” of anything with the rezoning of the
chosen sites. As law abiding citizens we vote people into office because they are supposed
to “represent” the citizens, not dictate without any warning or inclusion. Many of us never
saw the original letter from the county regarding the Zoning changes and EIR study.

The State of California per Gavin Newsom has “mandated” more housing for low and low,
low income onto properties that cannot support potential increase of sewer, water and
other needed infrastructure. They chose parcels that are clearly “Rural” residential area’s
that don’t have the proper road infrastructure to handle the increased traffic, especially
during an emergency exit (such as wild fires)The entrance to FOR-4 off Van Keppel is an
example. A gravel road off a 2 lane country road is not intended for the amount of people
you are considering in the future.

It is very upsetting that some person in an office looked at google maps did a site survey
(EIR) and could not see how this would impact the people who live on the border of such
sites. FOR-4 is not close to the services you envision, there is no police department, a
limited Fire Department, 1 grocery store that is expensive and not a short walking distance.
The center of town has a few eateries but they are not intended for low to very low income
families, plus there are few jobs in the town, so most people would be getting in their car to
travel outside the area for employment.

In your report it stated that water, sewer and overall category listed Forestville as:

“Category 3- LIKELY inadequate as is, MAY require significant improvements” MAY
should be changed to WILL. So that in itself could take many years…

I could go on, but bottom line is you have caused so much stress for other land owners, the
potential loss of property value between 300-400K for anyone who border those re-zoned
sites. You should also be aware that FOR-4 is a corridor for cotton tail rabbits, bobcats,
skunks, racoons, possums, foxes and a myriad variety of birds and insects. The land “as is”
provides access to other properties where they can hunt, give birth and THRIVE.. The
vineyards have stripped away their habitat and now the idea of removing nature with the
possibility that it all will be replaced with ugly lighting, pavement, car noises, increased
police issues (fact for all Apartment dwellings). I too implore you to remove FOR-4 site from
your consideration.

Sincerely,

Davida Brookfield (in regards to FOR-4 site)
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From: Elisa Stancil
To: PermitSonoma-Housing; kim@sonomavalleycollaborative.org
Subject: Support for Sonoma Valley Collaborative recommendations
Date: Wednesday, July 19, 2023 9:15:06 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Permit Sonoma staff and consultants to the Housing Element,

I am Elisa Stancil Levine, a member of Sonoma Valley Collaborative and a homeowner in
Glen Ellen. 

We need Sonoma County to Affirmatively Further Fair Housing by putting accessible,
affordable housing in high-resource neighborhoods. I support recommendations put
forth by Sonoma Valley Collaborative and its members. 

In particular I strongly support co-housing and low income housing at SDC and increased and
efficient public transportation throughout the valley and the county. I also support taxing
vacant housing and curtailing vacation rentals.
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From: Eric Gage
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: HE public comment for 7/20 PC meeting: County HE and ID of DUCs (disadvantaged unincorporated

communities)?
Date: Wednesday, July 19, 2023 8:11:29 AM

From: Fred Allebach <fallebach@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 19, 2023 7:35 AM
To: Eric Gage <Eric.Gage@sonoma-county.org>; Ross Markey <Ross.Markey@sonoma-county.org>;
Scott Orr <Scott.Orr@sonoma-county.org>; Jane <jriley@4leafinc.com>; Bradley Dunn
<Bradley.Dunn@sonoma-county.org>; Katrina Braehmer <Katrina.Braehmer@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: HE public comment for 7/20 PC meeting: County HE and ID of DUCs (disadvantaged
unincorporated communities)?

EXTERNAL

Good morning,
A question for you: Will the County Housing Element identify, describe, and map any DUC
island, fringe, or legacy communities inside its boundaries?
In terms of unincorporated Sonoma Valley, IMO there is a clear, cross-Block Group, Latino,
lower income community of interest that meets DUC demographic, geographic, and median
household income status. What geographic, population, and median household income data
sources and methodology will the County use to ID its DUCs? Where can I find this material in
the County Housing Element draft?
The County EJ Element and EJ Communities are not the same as DUCs. DUCs are defined by
SB-244, by location, geographic/ population unity, and at 80% or less than state median
household income. If the County maintains that a Tract-level analysis is adequate to ID DUCs,
bc it is too much work to do a Block Group level analysis, I submit here that this would not be
a good enough effort bc so many potential DUC community members would be lost with a
Tract-only approach.
The County could piggy-back its HE DUC section onto the in-process LAFCO/ Plan West County
DUC ID study, if that will be done in time and to crib off of to be used in the HE. For LAFCO and
SB-244 purposes, a Tract level is not fine grained enough. I'm assuming we want to see the
actual and most accurate for County DUCs and by SB-244, minimum DUC status starts with at
least 12 registered voters or a cluster of 10 homes where the MHI is 80% or less than state
MHI. By SB-244, DUCs can be "all or a portion of a community" and thus IMO, at least a Block
Group level DUC analysis is called for in the County HE.
“Just as LAFCos must identify and characterize DUCs within spheres of influence, so too are
cities and counties required to update the land use element of their general plans to identify,
describe, and map any DUC island, fringe, or legacy communities inside or near their
boundaries. Cities and counties were required to complete this identification on or before
the due date for the adoption of their next housing element.”
https://www.smwlaw.com/2022/03/30/sb-244-focus-on-disadvantaged-unincorporated-
communities-in-land-use-planning/
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This above quote says cities and Sonoma County must do this DUC ID separate from LAFCO.
But since DUCs are a population category defined by SB-244 and LAFCO law, County analysis
has to use the LAFCO definition of a DUC.
You may want to consider HE DUC location along with the site inventory, bc where there are
DUCs and where there are TCAC Highest Resource Opportunity Areas of concentrated wealth,
there is need for Very Low and Low income HE site inventory, for example, various pipeline/
in-process projects in Sonoma Valley (SDC, Hanna, MidPen/ Verano Ave add up to maybe 400+
lower-income units and SV has the DUC need for these units.
Sonoma Valley, as a fractal of County land use, has a limited-size unincorporated USA that has
TCAC Highest Resource Opportunity Areas encroaching more and more on the urban core and
thus driving up prices, housing cost burden, and the COL for the DUCs here. The most vocal,
landed, property-owning, elder whites here clearly prefer little change and want to use the HE
and other land use rules and Plans like the SSP to essentially build a regulatory wall to keep
out any higher density, anywhere. This, however, acts to externalize the Valley's equity issues
and allows a growing concentration of wealth, which is against AFFH law.
With housing and land use, we have to play the hand we are dealt and not the hands we hope
we might have; this means having to address County DUCs' housing needs and to make sure
that housing for them covers the Three Ps: preserve, protect, and produce. Stay tuned for my
next comment on protecting tenants in the HE
very best,
Fred Allebach
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From: randy cook
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Cc: Sonoma Valley Collaborative
Subject: Support for Sonoma Valley Collaborative recommendations
Date: Wednesday, July 19, 2023 9:22:14 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Permit Sonoma staff and consultants to the Housing Element,

I am Randy Cook, a former Sonoma City Planning Commissioner (2001-2009). I
cannot attend today's meeting, but I want to let you know that we desperately need
Sonoma County to Affirmatively Further Fair Housing by putting accessible,
affordable housing in high-resource neighborhoods. I support recommendations put
forth by Sonoma Valley Collaborative and its members.

My housecleaner and her husband are two of the hardest-working people I know.
They are honest, kind, and dedicated to our community. Yet they can barely afford
the monthly rent on their little house on Arnold Drive. I fear we will lose them and
other good people that do our work, unless we build accessible, affordable housing in
high-resource neighborhoods such as I have the good fortune to live in on Sonoma
Eastside. I would be delighted if someone could build high-density housing near me!

So please, make it possible for the workers we all need to stay and live in Sonoma
County. No neighborhood should be excluded from consideration for affordable
housing, because it is in ALL our interests to build the accessible, affordable housing
our economy and our way of life require.

Sincerely,
Randall T. Cook
280 E. MacArthur St.
Sonoma, CA
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From: Sonoma Valley Collaborative
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: IT"S TIME TO SAY YES TO HOUSING!
Date: Wednesday, July 19, 2023 6:19:43 PM

EXTERNAL

View this email in your browser

Sonoma County needs to
hear you say YES to
affordable, integrated
housing!

There’s an urgent need for people to speak up for affordable housing Thursday
July 20 between 1:30 and 3:00 pm. 

Sonoma County’s Planning Commission will deliberate Thursday over the County's
Housing Element. They are resisting allowing lower-cost, higher-density homes in
some of Sonoma County’s most resourced and desirable neighborhoods. Members of
the Sonoma Valley Collaborative Council will speak…and so should you!

Text or phone Caitlin Cornwall, Project Director of Sonoma Valley Collaborative, at
707.322.1400 if you want help crafting your comment or if you'd like her to text you
when it’s time to get on the Zoom meeting.

Instructions:

You will have 2 minutes to speak, so practice a little.
Join the remotely at 1:30 or so. Join Zoom Meeting. By phone 1 (669) 900-9128.
Webinar ID 956 5905 8153. Password 879124. In-person is better: Board of
Supervisors Chambers, 575 Administration Drive, Room 102A, Santa Rosa.
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When it’s time for “public comment,” raise your hand in the Zoom app.
When they call on you, say your name and who you are speaking for. Say your
organization is a member, or that you are a supporter, of Sonoma Valley
Collaborative.
This is the main message: We need Sonoma County to Affirmatively Further
Fair Housing by putting accessible, affordable housing in high-resource
neighborhoods.
Add your own twist: What housing struggles are you or your constituencies
facing? Tell a story. Feel free to be dramatic; we’re in a major housing crisis that
is making people suffer and move away, and degrading the county’s economy.

Thank you to everyone who emailed their endorsement of SVC’s statement last week. 

We also want someone to read some of the searing quotes SVC has gathered from
Sonoma Valley teens and adults who most need better housing policy. If you can do
this, please contact Caitlin at 707.322.1400.

E-MAIL YOUR STATEMENT NOW

Take-Aways from the July 13 Housing Element meeting:
Good news, bad news, and uncertainties.
Good news

The draft Housing Element includes several elements SVC asked for, including
frequent surveys to track the affordability of ADUs (back yard granny units),
language that is specific and accountable with faster milestones, commitments to
partner with housing land trusts to reduce the cost of home ownership, Universal
Design in all new subdivisions, and many targeted changes to allow a greater
density and types of homes on many types of parcels.

Even where the County will only commit to “exploring” better policies, that
commitment creates opportunity for groups like SVC and its partners to raise
money to work with the County to develop great policies faster.
A majority of the Planning Commission supports developing and adopting in the
near future several policies that SVC advocates: taxing vacant homes, reducing
vacation rentals over time, streamlining the process for good projects, tying rent
increases to cost-of-living increases, creating just-cause eviction policy, and
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preventing conversion of mobile home parks.

Bad news

Planning Commissioners want to remove the option for denser housing from
many parcels in "high-resource" neighborhoods

Some of the parcels to be rezoned for greater density are problematic: they are
too close to creeks, on steep slopes, hard to access, etc. The County is in a tough
spot. It is required to plan for a huge number of units. Staff has done their best,
only counting homes that could be built on the more-feasible portions of these
sites.

The draft policies that affect renters are so weak that they will not stop the
hemorrhaging losses of young people, lower-income people, and fixed-income
people from Sonoma County. The political will is not yet in place to adopt
known, effective, moderate policies. Several policies SVC wants have been
punted off for later development, possibly years away.

Uncertainties

Will the state--with its strong pro-housing stance--approve the next version of the
County’s Housing Element? It might depend on the July 20 meeting. If the state
approves it, SVC will dive into accelerating its implementation. If not, Sonoma County
will face repercussions, and SVC will be there for the next round of input.

SVC's Statement on July 13
Sonoma Valley Collaborative is a coalition of almost 30 constituencies working
together in Sonoma Valley to increase housing affordability, because housing
affordability is the single issue causing the most harm across the widest number of
sectors in our community.

SVC asks for specific policies that help keep renters–workers, families, young people,
elders, artists–in their affordable homes. This whole category of policies is nearly
missing from the draft Housing Element. Housing production alone is insufficient; we
must also stop the losses of people from Sonoma County.

SVC asks for faster action to reduce the number of vacation rentals and empty homes
that now make up about 10% of Sonoma Valley’s housing stock.

SVC asks for special protections for mobile home parks, an important source of



unsubsidized affordable housing in Sonoma Valley, including measures preventing
senior mobile home parks from converting to all-ages parks.

Lastly, to put a human face to SVC's asks, we highlight a number of searing quotes
from Sonoma Valley people–including teens, Latina moms, business owners, and
more–who struggle with housing, collected by SVC with permission.

READ OUR FULL JULY 13 PUBLIC LETTER

Your voice matters! We already won 21 of the 26 housing affordability policies we
advocated for in the City of Sonoma Housing Element, in many cases writing policies
that the City of Sonoma adopted word-for-word. This could only happen with the
unprecedented UNITED VOICE of the Sonoma Valley Collaborative and our
supporters. Thank you for joining us in advocating for improvements to the Sonoma
County Housing Element, which impacts most of Sonoma Valley's communities. 

Thank you, from the entire Sonoma Valley Collaborative Council!
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Sonoma Valley Collaborative is a forum of community
leaders from a wide range of sectors across Sonoma Valley,
finding solutions and taking action to address our
community’s biggest challenges. Learn more about our work
on housing at 
sonomavalleycollaborative.org/housingadvocacy.

DONATE TO SONOMA VALLEY COLLABORATIVE
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From: Tim Ziesmer
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: EIR for 3400 Ross Rd re-zoning - Speeding danger
Date: Wednesday, July 19, 2023 12:58:17 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Madame or Sir,

Regarding the EIR for re-zoning 3400 Ross Rd, as a resident of 3565 Ross Rd, I have grave concerns about
increased traffic from Workforce Housing. Speeding is already a big problem on this street. I live at the blind bend,
so crossing the street to get my mail can be dangerous, and I have already had a few close-calls, nearly getting hit.
The speed limit on this stretch should be lowered from 35 to 25 mph.

Thank you for your attention.

Respectfully,

Tim Ziesmer
3565 Ross Rd
Sebastopol, CA
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do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.

mailto:mojofrog@earthlink.net
mailto:PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org


From: Lauren Feldman
To: PermitSonoma-Housing; +kim@sonomavalleycollaborative.org
Subject: Support for Sonoma Valley Collaborative recommendations
Date: Thursday, July 20, 2023 2:56:43 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Permit Sonoma staff and consultants to the Housing Element,

My name is Lauren Feldman and I am one of the owners of Valley bar and bottle, in Sonoma.
I live in the springs but work right on the plaza. 

I believe we need Sonoma County to Affirmatively Further Fair Housing by putting
accessible, affordable housing in high-resource neighborhoods. I support recommendations
put forth by Sonoma Valley Collaborative and its members. 

Not only is it simply something that the city of Sonoma NEEDS to meet standards, it has the
potential to make it so much easier to staff our business, to make it safer for our staff to make
it home after a late night of work rather than driving far from their place of work to their
homes, and it would provide beneficial diversity to our local community. We need to stop
saying that we care about this cause and start SHOWING that we care about this cause. Our
young people need to be able to afford to live in this community!

Thank you for your consideration.
Lauren
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From: Maite Iturri
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Cc: Kim Jones
Subject: Support for Sonoma Valley Collaborative recommendations
Date: Thursday, July 20, 2023 10:59:10 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Permit Sonoma staff and consultants to the Housing Element,

I, Maite Iturri, support the following public comment made by Sonoma Valley Collaborative:

There are many good proposed actions in the Draft, but as a whole it is not strong enough or innovative enough to
respond to the crushing housing affordability crisis we face in Sonoma County. We need a Housing Element that
courageously tackles the evidence of this crisis: Permit Sonoma’s own public engagement, the census, the Portrait
of Sonoma County, the cascading closures of local businesses, and the heart-breaking housing struggles related
by residents. 

Facing the demographic evidence of Sonoma County losing so many of the people who make our County thrive,
it’s clear we need a Housing Element that forcefully changes our course. The Draft is not there yet. HCD also asks
the County to “go beyond status quo.”

Most importantly, the Draft omits an entire category of proven housing policies that help keep renters in their
homes. We agree with Table 2 in the Draft, that “Displacement of residents due to economic pressures” is the
highest priority factor that contributes to Sonoma County’s fair housing issues. But Program 5, supposedly
designed to prevent displacement, is inadequate. Its emphasis on housing production is misguided. Sonoma
County can’t rely solely on housing production, on meeting the RHNA, to stop our hemorrhaging losses of
workers, families, seniors, and so many others. We must also protect people from losing their existing affordable
homes, after which many leave the County.

Program 5: Displacement Avoidance
Sonoma Valley Collaborative asks that these policies be added to Program 5 or elsewhere:
rent stabilization (not rent control or a rent cap), which limits rent increases to a percentage of inflation
just-cause eviction policy, which protects tenants from being evicted unless there’s a specific justification, such as
nonpayment of rent.
a rental registry, so that Sonoma County can track affordability, displacement, habitability, evictions, and other
trends
Rent stabilization and/or just-cause protections exist in over 30 California cities and counties and have a track
record of success. 

Program 8: Protect Residential Lands and Units 

Our members want faster, more vigorous action to reduce the number of vacation rentals and empty homes.
Having over 10% of homes be unavailable to residents is not acceptable. We ask that the timeline in 8b for
presenting policy options to the Board be accelerated to the end of 2024, not 2025.

Program 3: Protections for Mobile Home Parks
Mobile homes are a major source of unsubsidized affordable housing in Sonoma Valley and county-wide. On July
11, the Board of Supervisors directed staff to prepare for a Board item to amend the MHRSO on August 15, 2023.
We ask that Action 3a be changed from “Continue to implement” the existing ordinance (which allows an annual
space rent increase of 100% of the change in the Bay Area CPI, or 6%, whichever is less) to “Amend the
Mobilehome Rent Stabilization Ordinance to limit space rent increases to no more than 4%, or 70% of the change
in CPI (whichever is less).” The timeline for adopting the amendment should be mid-2024.

mailto:basqueinsonoma@gmail.com
mailto:PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org
mailto:kim@sonomavalleycollaborative.org


Program 15: Review and Update Zoning Code and General Plan
We ask that you add an ordinance to Program 15 creating a senior housing overlay district that would prevent
designated senior mobilehome parks from being converted to all-ages parks. This will protect affordable housing
options for seniors in the County and stop erosion of affordability of the existing senior parks. Many jurisdictions
have senior housing overlay district, including Yucaipa, San Juan Capistrano, Huntington Beach, Ventura County,
City of Ventura, and Santa Barbara.

I am a Springs resident and work closely with the vulnerable communities in our are. We are loosing families at a
dramatic rate because of housing. We are going to a a childless county.

Thank you! Maite

-- 

maite

"when the power of love overcomes the love of power the world will know peace"

mahatma gandhi
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From: marilyn wolters
To: PermitSonoma; Lynda Hopkins
Subject: Fw: 16050 Guerneville
Date: Thursday, July 20, 2023 10:37:37 AM

EXTERNAL

To Whom It May Concern,
I was speaking to my neighbor about the proposal to build 83 units at 16050 Laughlin Rd in
Guerneville. He said that, because the project would change the boundaries of the 50 and 100
year flood plain, this would violate CEQA-NEPA. It will increase the damage incurred by
floods, which may well become more persistent and frequent in the rainy years that are
coming with climate change.
I have already written about the infrastructure issues, but will reiterate that flooding is of
major concern to us in this neighborhood and to the school. We can’t get out and
schoolchildren can’t get in when Armstrong Wood Road floods. You may see Rio Nido Rd on
your maps as a possible alternate root, but it is very dangerous due to its steep drop-offs and
being one-lane. Imagine an elderly person driving it in a downpour! What you are proposing is
going to imperil those of us who already live here and those who may move here in the future.
We also have frequent power losses. Last season, we were without electricity for five days.
These past two weeks, we have already had three blackouts.
Add this to the lack of public transit, narrow roads, traffic, and potential sewer and water
limitations.
Please reconsider and eliminate this property from your consideration!
Thanks,
Marilyn Wolters
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From: marilyn wolters
To: PermitSonoma
Subject: Fw: 16050 Laughlin Road
Date: Thursday, July 20, 2023 10:41:53 AM

EXTERNAL

Dear Permit Sonoma:

I am submitting my objections to your building the proposed units on Laughlin Road:

We are already isolated by flash flooding of Fife Creek. There are many days when we cannot
leave the valley, except by hazardous roads if they are open. How could you consider adding
more residents?
Climate change is here and unforeseeable. Runoff from the 83 units on that site will increase
flooding drastically. This will impact those here already and increase flooding at the
elementary school.
Many of us are elderly and might require urgent care. Additional flooding interferes with our
ability to leave the valley should our health demand it.
We are in an area regarded as high fire risk by Cal Fire. We are surrounded by flammable
forest. Wildfires are projected to get worse. Building in high risk areas should not be
considered.
We have already been evacuated twice for wildfires. Evacuation was difficult with the number
of residents who already live here. Adding more would make it so much more difficult.
The county says it is committed to reducing greenhouse gas. There are few jobs in Guerneville,
so this would encourage more commuting and make roads more crowded.
Many products and services cannot be purchases in Guerneville, requiring trips to Santa Rosa
and beyond. It will be a while before we all have electric cars. This too will increase
greenhouse gases.
Is there adequate infrastructure? How much additional infrastructure will be needed for
community safety and at what expense?
Can the sewer support this increase? Can the water system?

Thank you very much,

Marilyn Wolters
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From: Matt Jorgensen
To: PermitSonoma-Housing; PermitSonoma; PlanningAgency
Subject: Re: Opposition to 3280 Hicks Road Proposed Upzoning
Date: Thursday, July 20, 2023 5:32:38 PM

EXTERNAL

Dear Sonoma County Planning Department,

I wanted to follow-up with a note of sincere gratitude for you all hearing the concerns of
Graton residents, and proposing the high-density infill move from Hicks to the more suitable
commercial property along Ross road.

I also want to acknowledge the challenge of balancing various community concerns while
trying to meet the overall increase in (esp affordable) housing stock that we all know Sonoma
County needs.

As I mentioned today, I am beginning to setup a citizen group (starting here in Graton) to
inform and advocate for inclusive, equitable projects that advance joyful, healthful mixed-
income, mixed-density community. We’re exploring a couple of local community land trust
and development projects, but if there’s ever an opportunity for our group to be of service to
this commission, please let us know.

With care,
Matt 
--
Matt Jorgensen
he/him/his
860.614.3361
Facebook Linkedin Twitter

On Jul 17, 2023, at 5:26 PM, Matt Jorgensen <mattijorgensen@gmail.com>
wrote:

Sonoma County Planning Department
2550 Ventura Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Subject: Environmental Concerns Regarding Proposed Zoning Change on Hicks
Road

Dear Sonoma County Planning Department,

I am writing to express my deep concerns regarding the proposed zoning change
on Hicks Road, specifically in relation to the potential environmental impact and
the inadequate consideration of surface water runoff in the area. As a
resident of Brush Street, located immediately downhill from the proposed
zoning change, I have experienced firsthand the detrimental effects of
regular flooding on my property. Our basement flooded this year due to
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surface runoff.

I would like to emphasize the importance of revisiting and producing a more
comprehensive and realistic environmental impact report that fully addresses the
realities of surface water runoff in the vicinity. Based on my understanding of the
current report, it appears that the potential consequences of increased surface
water runoff resulting from the proposed zoning change have been
underestimated. This oversight could lead to severe environmental damage,
including heightened flood risks and detrimental effects on local ecosystems.

Considering the existing flooding issues experienced on my property and the
potential exacerbation of these issues with the proposed zoning change, I kindly
request that the County planning department take these concerns seriously and
undertake additional assessments to accurately evaluate the potential
environmental impact. It is crucial that the well-being of both the community and
the natural environment be thoroughly considered and protected.

Furthermore, I would like to propose that, if a zoning change is deemed
necessary, the County planning department strongly consider a significantly
smaller change in zoning than the proposed 20 units per acre. Given the sensitive
nature of the area and the known issues with flooding, it is vital to adopt a
cautious and conservative approach to development to ensure the long-term
sustainability and resilience of the region.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I trust that you will give careful
consideration to the concerns raised by the community members affected by this
proposed zoning change. I look forward to receiving updates on the progress and
actions taken in response to these concerns.

Sincerely,

Matt
3130 Brush Street, Graton resident

--
Matt Jorgensen
he/him/his
860.614.3361
Facebook Linkedin Twitter
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From: Wil Lyons on behalf of Planner
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: Housing Element Questions
Date: Thursday, July 20, 2023 12:49:38 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Wil Lyons
Planner II
www.PermitSonoma.org
County of Sonoma
2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403
Office: 707-565-7388 | Fax: 707-565-1103

Permit Sonoma logo

Have Planning Questions? Please review our new Planing and Zoning FAQs Page!
https://permitsonoma.org/divisions/planning/planningandzoningfaqs
Access Permit Sonoma’s extensive online services at www.PermitSonoma.org
Permit Sonoma’s public lobby is open Monday, Tuesday, Thursday, Friday from 8:00 AM to 4:00 PM, and
Wednesday from 10:30 AM to 4:00 PM.

From: Wesley Greason <wesley@bvla.net> 
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2023 12:45 PM
To: Planner <planner@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: Housing Element Questions

EXTERNAL

Greetings, Sonoma County Planning.
My name is Wesley, I’m a broker at Bella Vista Land Advisors. Has Sonoma County added any
new sites to its housing element inventory list in the last 90 days? We represent a builder who
would like to build in the area. Also, is there a way to be notified whenever the HE is updated?
Thank you for your time,
Wesley Greason
Bella Vista Land Advisors
Real Estate Brokerage & Development
DRE #02109329
1008 Aileen St
Oakland, CA 94608
(925) 876-2488
wesley@bvla.net
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From: Wil Lyons on behalf of Planner
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: 79 Ely Rd. Petaluma, CA (APN: 047-213-010; 009)
Date: Friday, July 21, 2023 4:48:09 PM
Attachments: Reed Site Aerial (Petaluma).pdf

HEU Excerpt.pdf
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Wil Lyons
Planner II
www.PermitSonoma.org
County of Sonoma
2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403
Office: 707-565-7388 | Fax: 707-565-1103

Permit Sonoma logo

Have Planning Questions? Please review our new Planing and Zoning FAQs Page!
https://permitsonoma.org/divisions/planning/planningandzoningfaqs
Access Permit Sonoma’s extensive online services at www.PermitSonoma.org
Permit Sonoma’s public lobby is open Monday, Tuesday, Thursday, Friday from 8:00 AM to 4:00 PM, and
Wednesday from 10:30 AM to 4:00 PM.

From: Blake Wellen <blake@bvla.net> 
Sent: Friday, July 21, 2023 10:52 AM
To: Planner <planner@sonoma-county.org>
Subject: 79 Ely Rd. Petaluma, CA (APN: 047-213-010; 009)

EXTERNAL

Greetings, Sonoma Planning.
The captioned property is listed in the Housing Element Update as “Other Site Inventory”,
please see attached aerial and HEU excerpts. What will be the development standard as it
relates to multifamily?
Kindly,
Blake Wellen
Bella Vista Land Advisors
Real Estate Brokerage/Investment
DRE #02130931
305 Miller Court
Orinda, CA 94563
Cell (925) 413-0641
Blake@BVLA.net
www.bvla.net
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Trinity Investment Group LLC "ANN MILLER REED" - 4.85 Acres at 79 Ely Rd. Petaluma, CA; HEU site; density TBD. 
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Site ID Site Address 
Assessor’s  
Parcel Number 


Nearest 
Community 


Corresponding 
Figure No. 


Rezone 
Site? 


GRA-5 8525 Graton Road 130-176-013 Graton 2-6 Yes 


SAN-1 3525 Brooks Avenue 134-132-057 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-2 298 W Robles Avenue 134-111-068 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-3 3569 Brooks Avenue 134-132-056 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-4 3345 Santa Rosa Avenue 043-153-021 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-5 3509 Brooks Avenue 134-132-034 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-6 3824 Dutton Avenue 134-072-040 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-7 3280 Dutton Avenue 134-072-038 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-8 3427 Moorland Avenue 134-111-020 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-9 150 Todd Road 134-171-059 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-10 4020 Santa Rosa Avenue 134-192-016 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 


SAN-11 3372 Santa Rosa Avenue 044-101-023 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 


SAN-12 358 E Robles Avenue 134-132-022 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 


SAN-13 3847 Santa Rosa Avenue 134-181-046 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 


SAN-14 3847 Santa Rosa Avenue 134-181-047 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 


SAN-15 3454 Santa Rosa Avenue 134-132-017 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 


SAN-16 3445 Brooks Avenue 134-132-067 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 


SAN-17 388 E Robles Avenue 134-132-025 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 


GLE-1 950 & 987 Carquinez Avenue 
136651 & 13675 Arnold Drive 


054-290-057 Glen Ellen 2-8 Yes 


GLE-2 No Address 054-290-084 Glen Ellen 2-8 Yes 


AGU-1 188 Academy Lane 056-531-005 Agua Caliente 2-9 Yes 


AGU-2 211 Old Maple Avenue 056-531-006 Agua Caliente 2-9 Yes 


AGU-3 18621 Railroad Avenue 052-272-011 Agua Caliente 2-9 Yes 


AGU-4 17881 Riverside Drive 133-150-038 Agua Caliente 2-9 No 


PEN-1 10078 Main Street 047-174-009 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 


PEN-2 No Address 047-152-020 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 


PEN-3 10070 Main Street 047-174-008 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 


PEN-4 No Address 047-152-019 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 


PEN-5 361 Woodward Avenue 047-173-011 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 


PEN-6 355 Adobe Road 047-091-013 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 


PEN-7 220 Hatchery Road 047-153-004 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 


PEN-8 206 & 11790 Main Street 047-166-023 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 


PEN-9 11830 Main Street 047-166-025 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 


PEN-10 10004 Main Street 047-173-016 Penngrove 2-10 No 


PEN-11 5500 Old Redwood Highway 047-213-009 Penngrove 2-10 No 


PEN-12 Old Redwood Highway 047-213-010 Penngrove 2-10 No 


PET-1 1085 Bodega Avenue 019-090-003 Petaluma 2-11 Yes 


PET-2 1105 Bodega Avenue 019-090-053 Petaluma 2-11 Yes 


PET-3 1155 Bodega Avenue 019-090-004 Petaluma 2-11 Yes 
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Draft Environmental Impact Report 2-19 


Figure 2-11 Penngrove Inventory Sites 
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Site ID Site Address 
Assessor’s  
Parcel Number 

Nearest 
Community 

Corresponding 
Figure No. 

Rezone 
Site? 

GRA-5 8525 Graton Road 130-176-013 Graton 2-6 Yes 

SAN-1 3525 Brooks Avenue 134-132-057 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 

SAN-2 298 W Robles Avenue 134-111-068 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 

SAN-3 3569 Brooks Avenue 134-132-056 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 

SAN-4 3345 Santa Rosa Avenue 043-153-021 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 

SAN-5 3509 Brooks Avenue 134-132-034 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 

SAN-6 3824 Dutton Avenue 134-072-040 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 

SAN-7 3280 Dutton Avenue 134-072-038 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 

SAN-8 3427 Moorland Avenue 134-111-020 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 

SAN-9 150 Todd Road 134-171-059 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 

SAN-10 4020 Santa Rosa Avenue 134-192-016 South Santa Rosa 2-7 Yes 

SAN-11 3372 Santa Rosa Avenue 044-101-023 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 

SAN-12 358 E Robles Avenue 134-132-022 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 

SAN-13 3847 Santa Rosa Avenue 134-181-046 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 

SAN-14 3847 Santa Rosa Avenue 134-181-047 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 

SAN-15 3454 Santa Rosa Avenue 134-132-017 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 

SAN-16 3445 Brooks Avenue 134-132-067 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 

SAN-17 388 E Robles Avenue 134-132-025 Santa Rosa 2-7 No 

GLE-1 950 & 987 Carquinez Avenue 
136651 & 13675 Arnold Drive 

054-290-057 Glen Ellen 2-8 Yes 

GLE-2 No Address 054-290-084 Glen Ellen 2-8 Yes 

AGU-1 188 Academy Lane 056-531-005 Agua Caliente 2-9 Yes 

AGU-2 211 Old Maple Avenue 056-531-006 Agua Caliente 2-9 Yes 

AGU-3 18621 Railroad Avenue 052-272-011 Agua Caliente 2-9 Yes 

AGU-4 17881 Riverside Drive 133-150-038 Agua Caliente 2-9 No 

PEN-1 10078 Main Street 047-174-009 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 

PEN-2 No Address 047-152-020 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 

PEN-3 10070 Main Street 047-174-008 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 

PEN-4 No Address 047-152-019 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 

PEN-5 361 Woodward Avenue 047-173-011 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 

PEN-6 355 Adobe Road 047-091-013 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 

PEN-7 220 Hatchery Road 047-153-004 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 

PEN-8 206 & 11790 Main Street 047-166-023 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 

PEN-9 11830 Main Street 047-166-025 Penngrove 2-10 Yes 

PEN-10 10004 Main Street 047-173-016 Penngrove 2-10 No 

PEN-11 5500 Old Redwood Highway 047-213-009 Penngrove 2-10 No 

PEN-12 Old Redwood Highway 047-213-010 Penngrove 2-10 No 

PET-1 1085 Bodega Avenue 019-090-003 Petaluma 2-11 Yes 

PET-2 1105 Bodega Avenue 019-090-053 Petaluma 2-11 Yes 

PET-3 1155 Bodega Avenue 019-090-004 Petaluma 2-11 Yes 
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Trinity Investment Group LLC "ANN MILLER REED" - 4.85 Acres at 79 Ely Rd. Petaluma, CA; HEU site; density TBD. 



From: Wil Lyons on behalf of Planner
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: Forestville rezoning to residential and Electro Vector site
Date: Monday, July 31, 2023 10:23:52 AM
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Wil Lyons
Planner II
www.PermitSonoma.org
County of Sonoma
2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403
Office: 707-565-7388 | Fax: 707-565-1103

Permit Sonoma logo

Have Planning Questions? Please review our new Planing and Zoning FAQs Page!
https://permitsonoma.org/divisions/planning/planningandzoningfaqs
Access Permit Sonoma’s extensive online services at www.PermitSonoma.org
Permit Sonoma’s public lobby is open Monday, Tuesday, Thursday, Friday from 8:00 AM to 4:00 PM, and
Wednesday from 10:30 AM to 4:00 PM.

From: Bauer, Heidi M.@Waterboards <Heidi.M.Bauer@Waterboards.ca.gov> 
Sent: Friday, July 28, 2023 4:00 PM
To: PermitSonoma <PermitSonoma@sonoma-county.org>
Cc: Sullivan, Michael W.@Waterboards <Michael.Sullivan@Waterboards.ca.gov>
Subject: Forestville rezoning to residential and Electro Vector site

EXTERNAL

Good afternoon, it recently came to my attention that the County may be considering
rezoning the Electro Vector site located at 6555 Covery Road in Forestville to residential. This
site is not appropriate for residential development in its current state with the existing levels
of contamination. A significant amount of additional environmental work would be needed on
this property before it is safe for residential use. The documents for this site can be found
here: GeoTracker (ca.gov). Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns
regarding this. Thank you.
Best,
Heidi
Heidi M. Bauer, P.G.
Senior Engineering Geologist
Site Cleanups Unit Supervisor
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
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https://twitter.com/SoCoPRMD
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5550 Skylane Blvd. Suite A
Santa Rosa, CA. 95403
heidi.m.bauer@waterboards.ca.gov
Office: (707) 570-3769

THIS EMAIL ORIGINATED OUTSIDE OF THE SONOMA COUNTY EMAIL SYSTEM.
Warning: If you don’t know this email sender or the email is unexpected,
do not click any web links, attachments, and never give out your user ID or password.
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From: dgwines
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: FW: Comments for Hearing 7-13-2023- Rezoning- 145 Wikiup Dr and 5146 Old Redwood Highway
Date: Monday, July 31, 2023 8:11:24 AM

EXTERNAL

Hi there,
Below are my comments I sent for the hearing on 7-13-23. I didn't receive a acknowledgement
nor the outcome of the zoning? I look forward to hearing from you.

Much appreciated,
Denise Gill

------- Original message --------
From: Denise Gill <dgwines@att.net>
Date: 7/10/23 4:51 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: permitsonoma-housing@sonoma-county.org
Subject: Comments for Hearing 7-13-2023- Rezoning- 145 Wikiup Dr and 5146 Old Redwood
Highway

Dear Sonoma County Planning Commission,

The property on 145 Wikiup Drive APN: 039-040-035 will be discussed to rezone from
Limited Commercial to Urban Residential. The property Lyle's Beauty College and other
businesses uses both sides to park their cars on Wikiup Drive. Changing the zone to Urban
Residential at the 145 Wikiup will cause even more cars to park along this road. This will
creates an evacuation of fire or emergency deadly for those current residents trapped along
Wikiup Drive and inhibits emergency vehicles. Assurance of this rezoning should have a
traffic study on the impact of this rezoning.

The property of 5146 Old Redwood Highway APN: 039-320-051 will be discussed to rezone
current The Cove, our community church, (Limited Commercial) into High Density
Residential. The Creekside Apartments at 5209 Old Redwood Highway park along Manka
Circle church side as well as down Faught Road. It is currently impossible to pull out of
Manka Circle without the obstruction of these parked cars. Changing the zone to High Density
Residential will restrict the evacuation for fire or emergency for the current residents. A
restriction of emergency vehicles will also occur. This deadly rezoning of high density
residents within a small, crowded neighbor needs to be stopped.

I have owned my home since 1990. I am not an advocate of completely rezoning 3 properties
within blocks our lovely neighborhood. (Other property 201 Wikiup Drive APN: 039-040-
040) It appears Sonoma County has enough housing permits, please leave our Wikiup
community out of your 6th Cycle Housing Element project..

Thank you for your consideration,
Denise Gill
Homeowner

mailto:dgwines@att.net
mailto:PermitSonoma-Housing@sonoma-county.org
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From: Sonoma Valley Collaborative
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Where Sonoma Valley Stands Now, As Sonoma County Plans for Housing
Date: Friday, August 4, 2023 11:35:12 AM

EXTERNAL

View this email in your browser

Where Sonoma Valley
Stands Now, As Sonoma
County Plans for Housing

Sonoma Valley Collaborative’s 2020 report Homes for a Sustainable Sonoma Valley:
Strategic Recommendations For Our Community called for the equitable distribution of
the burdens and benefits of being urban, between the City of Sonoma and the
unincorporated, already-developed portions of the Valley. Meaning, not all low-income
housing should go into the Springs; a fair share of it should go in all the Valley’s
neighborhoods, including the City of Sonoma.

Sonoma Valley Collaborative is working across boundaries to “increase, improve and
preserve housing that is affordable for people who live or work in the Valley, within
already developed areas, to create diverse, safe, complete neighborhoods.” This
consensus statement, supported by the whole SVC Council, is our starting point for
identifying housing policies and individual projects to endorse.

Where do we stand today?

When the Bay Area regional government mandated how many new housing units cities
and counties had to plan for in their next Housing Element (a Housing Element
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explainer is here), the thinking was that to avoid concentrating new development into
lower-income cities, much of it would be required to occur in unincorporated county
areas. For Sonoma Valley, that means the tiny City got an assignment of only 311 new
units, while the rest of the Valley must plan for over 1,100 units! The large number of
required new allowed units in unincorporated areas of Sonoma County (over 3,800
units total) is a bad match with the County’s values of open space and “city-centered
growth.” (More on this conflict here.) More of the planned units should have been
designated to the cities.

We are proud that SVC helped get the most progressive Housing Element ever passed
in the City of Sonoma in January 2023. We have done similar advocacy to improve the
Sonoma County Housing Element. So far, several pro-housing measures we advocated
for are in the draft plan, but others will be punted off to an “implementation group” to
develop over years, long after the Housing Element is adopted in the coming months.

On the bright side, the new County Housing Element will do a better job than past
housing plans at creating a greater share of lower-cost housing, and putting more low-
cost housing into “high-resource” areas, because the State is enforcing the justice-
oriented policy of Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing.

Where in Sonoma Valley will new homes likely be allowed? So far (details in
Appendix D, Tables 15, 16, 20, 21), the numbers are:

ADUs or second units on almost any residentially zoned lot: approx. 80. 
(Get help building one here!)

Sonoma Developmental Center, phase 1: 200

On or near Broadway: 75

The Springs near Highway 12: 120

Near Madrone Rd: 4

Hanna property: 668

If these numbers are shocking (especially the Hanna number), bear in mind they could
change. When the Springs Specific Plan and the Airport Specific Plan are completed
(they’ve taken forever), the increase in housing units allowed under those Plans can
take the place of some of the units now listed in the Housing Element.

Sonoma Valley Collaborative will be tracking these fine points of housing policy all
along the way, because our members are united in seeing that more abundant, more
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affordable, more integrated homes will make Sonoma Valley a far better place.

DONATE TO SONOMA VALLEY COLLABORATIVE

Sonoma Valley Collaborative is a forum of community
leaders from a wide range of sectors across Sonoma Valley,
finding solutions and taking action to address our
community’s biggest challenges. Learn more about our work
on housing at 
sonomavalleycollaborative.org/housingadvocacy.
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From: kathleenbrown707@gmail.com
To: PermitSonoma-Housing
Subject: Rezoning/ Low Income Housing Development - 8525 Graton Road, Sebastopol, CA 95472 (APN: 130-176-013)
Date: Thursday, August 10, 2023 5:49:19 PM

EXTERNAL

To: Permit Sonoma

RE: Rezoning/ Low Income Housing Development - 8525 Graton Road,
Sebastopol, CA 95472 (APN: 130-176-013)

I have written to Lynda Hopkins as well as Eric Koenigshofer and did speak at the
July 20th planning commissioner meeting regarding the rezoning and
development of 8525 Graton Road, Sebastopol, CA 95472. Unfortunately, the
outcome of that meeting was not what we desired.

We are property owners with a property adjacent to 8525 Graton Road. This
property was just approved for rezoning from a single family residence with an
ADU to low income housing with 20 units per acre. The property in question
appears to be approximately 1.92 acres and is rumored to be owned by a group of
individuals who own several RV parks/ camping properties in California. (See
https://www.twocrowshousing.com/ ). These existing properties appear to have
occupants that are fairly short-term/ transient and often are used for camping. This
appears to not necessarily in line with the goals of the Element Housing Project. If
approved, this will potentially open the door for 40 RV’s on this small property.

In addition to the property on Graton Road, the property which is directly across
the street, 3155 Frei Road, Sebastopol, was also just approved for the same fate. It
also is proposed to have 20 units per acre.

We absolutely have concerns about the impact that this will have on the dynamic
in the neighborhood, unwanted noise, and traffic, but more importantly, we have
concerns about the impact on our water and sewer. We are all on well water and
are monitoring our water closely. We want to be guaranteed that our water levels
will not drop as a result of these developments. If this development is allowed to
proceed, we want it noted on the public record that if our wells no longer draw
enough water, then we and our neighbors will pursue legal action to protect our
water rights and be compensated for any redrilling that needs to be done in order
to access our water.

We are under the impression that Graton Community Services District is limiting
the number of new sewer hookups and want to be sure that they are being
consulted if the community can handle 40+ additional households.

We would like to request that if approved to proceed, that the developer will be
required to erect a sound wall or barrier on their property, so the additional traffic,
car alarms, dogs barking, etc. do not disrupt their direct neighbors. In addition, we
would request that there be restrictions to street parking to prevent long term or
abandoned cars, RV’s from being parked on the street in front of adjacent
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properties.

Furthermore, we want it to be noted that properties directly adjacent to this
property have experienced flooding during winter months and there are large
amounts of wildlife that live in the area. Some of those animals include owls,
hawks, foxes, snakes, skunks, raccoons, and 100’s of different types of song birds.
We request that a full environmental impact report be completed to ensure there
will not be disruption to the native wildlife.

We are strongly opposed to the rezoning and development of this property into an
RV park. We do feel it is important to expand low income housing in Sonoma
County, but not in rural areas that are not equipped to handle the large influx on
already taxed resources. Also housing should be on public water and more
permanent in nature.

Thank you for your consideration.

Kathleen & Tyrone Brown

8547 Graton Road

Sebastopol, CA 95472

707-888-9819
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